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VER judicious and ſe- 
Bl rious Chriſtian, to whom 
the Intereſt of the Gel, 
and the Glory of its bleſ- 
ſed Author is valuable and 
dear, muſt needs reſent it 
as the Reproach and Infe- 
SR /;-;/y of the Age wherein 
we live, that while the who/e of Revealed Re- 
ligian is run down on the one Hand by IA f- 
p (under the Name of Dez/ts,) Some of its 
moſt important Articles are no leſs violently 
aſſaulted. on the other by ſuch as pretend to 
the Faith of Chriſtiaus. | know indeed our 
late Unitarians highly value themſelves upon 
their numerous Tracts (with which the Preſs 
has of late Years ſwarm'd) as the breaking 
out of ſome glorious Light after a long Night 
of Darkneſs; and are ready to equalize heir 
Attempt of overthrowing the Scheme of thoſe 
they call Trinitarians, to that of our firſt 
Reformers, who oppoſed the Corruptions of 
Popery. But I mult profeſs, upon a diligent 
and impartial View of their Writings, I am 
confirm'd in the Opinion, that chey have 
(whatever their Authors might intend ) 
much more promoted the Intereſt of Iufide- 
tity and Deiſin, than that of Chriſtianity. 
1 thall not at preſent diſpute the Point with 
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them, why they engroſs this Title of Unz- 
tarians to themſelves, when the Unity of the 
Divine Nature is not the Matter in Diſpute 
between them and us. Unleſs they could 
ſhew us, That that Diſtinction, which we 
ſuppoſe to be between the Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit, is inconſiſtent with any ſuch U- 


Aly. | | 

| | foreſee indeed they will be ready to en- 
quire, W herein I ſuppoſe that Diſfinction to 
lye, or what are the particular Grounds of it? 
But as to that, 1 am not aſham'd to profeſs 
my Ignorance. I am contented to believe 
there is ſuch a Diſtinction between the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, as is a ſufficient 
Foundation for the diſtin& Things that are in 
Scripture attributed to 'em, and yet ſuch as 
does not imply the Multiplication of the un- 
divided Divine Effence and Nature; tho' I 
cannot aſſign, or conceive the particular 
Grounds of the Diſtinction it ſelf. For ſuch 
a Diſtinction may be very poſſible (for any 
thing my Reaſon ſuggeits to the contrary) in 
an infinite Being, notwithſtanding the Unity 
of it, as is not to be found in any finite Be- 
inge, that have a /eparate Exiſtence. And J 
think 'tis far more ſafe, and expreſſes a more 
becoming Reverence for divine Revelation 
to admit of ſuch an Article (tho' there be much 
in the Manner of the Thing unſearchable to us) 
than to offer a continual Violence to the plain 
and frequent Declarations of the Holy Scrip- 
tures concerning the Dezry of the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit. And I think there is juſt 
Reaſon to ſay, That our late Vn:tarians have 
managed this Cauſe in a Manner that tends 
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very little to the Honour of thoſe Sacred 
Writings, which are the Standard and Teſt 
of our Religion. For what can more effe- 
Qually leſſen their Authority with the Peo- 
ple, than for our Adverſaries at every Turn 
to call in Queſtion, whether rhis or that par- 
ticular Text be authentick and uncorrupted? 
Nay ſometimes to raiſe Objections againſt en- 
tire Books that belong to the Sacred Canon? 
And muſt it not needs weaken our Opinion 
of their divine Inſpiration, to ſuppoſe that 

the Pen-men of 'em have in Matters of the 
higheſt Moment and Conſequence (as particu- 
larly, when they aſcribe the Creation to our 
Lord Jeſus) us'd ſuch Expreſſions as need all 
1maginable Subtleties of Cyiticiſin to expound 
'em to another Senſe, and reconcile 'em with 
what our Opinions ſuppoſe to be the Truth? 
Nay, how hard is it to preſerve any Venera- 
tion for thoſe Writings as divinely inſpir d, 
in which our Adverſaries ſuppoſe ſo many 
Paſſages out of the Old Teſtament concerning 
the great Jehovah, apply'd to our Bleſſed Fa- 
viour in the New, meerly by Way of Alluſion 
and Accommodation, when yet they appear to 
any impartial Reader produc'd as direct Proof 
of what the Apoſtles attribute to him? So that 
'tis high Time for our Unz:tartans to apply 
themſelves to the ſtopping the Progreſs of that 
Infidelity, which themſelves have ſown the 
Seeds of, by thus unſettling the Minds of ſo 
many in the Chriſtian Faith thro' their over- 
eager Oppoſition to ſuch important Articles of 
it, as the Deity and Incarnation of our Bleſſed Sa- 
viour. But yet Imuſt upon ſecond Thoughts 


tell em, That if they write againſt Idee and 
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Deifts at no better rate than the late Author 
of the Scandal and F oy of the Croſs remov d, 
(See 4th Collect of Usit. Tracte. it were 
much better they ſhou'd forbear intermeddling 
in that Diſpute, For that Author has notori- 
ouſly 4etray'd the Chriſtian Cauſe he had un- 
dertaken to defend ; and can find no way ſo 
proper to ſupport the Credit of it with /»f- 
dels, as by giving up all its peculiar Doctrines 
that he thought might diſguſt and ſhock 'em. 
He is for making an eaſy Compoſition with 
em, and provided they will allow him a few 
Matters of Fact, (on which he'll put a Con- 
ſtruction too as agreeable to their Reliſh as 
poſlible) he'll throw up all thoſe Articles of 
Faith to 'em, that have been hitherto ac- 
counted the peculiar Diſcoveries of Divine 
Revelation. For in his Preface he undertakes 
to give the Dezſts an Account of the true Fun- 
damentals of the Chriſtian Religion, by which 
they are to Juage of it, and nor by the jarring 
Opinions of the ſeveral Chriſtians they con- 
verſe with. And thoſe he has reduc'd to this 
narrow Compaſs, That there is a God, and 
« an Eternal Life (ratified and confirmed by 
« the Death and Reſurrection of Chriſt) and 
« that we muſt be entirely good Men, if ue 
« hope to be Partakers of it. Nay he tells 
'em, © Revelation was propoſed to no other 
« End than to give ſufficient Proofs of an 
« Eternal Life. And what modern Ia del 
or Deiſt will diſpute any one of his three 
Principles with him ? Nay how unreaſonable 
were it in the Deiſte, when he goes ſo far to 
oblige em, if they ſhould not meet him half 
way, and believe with him, that our Bleſed 
| Sa- 
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Saviour died and roſe again to confirm that 
Doctrine of Eternal Life, which is their ow 
Creed as well as ours ? They may it ſeems 
be good Chriſtians upon their Belief of theſe 
ticles, tho' they believe not one 
Word of that State of Corruption and Guilt 
into which Mankind is fallen, or of the In- 
carnation f the Son of God, or of his dying 
in our Place and Stead, as a Sacrifice of Attone- 
ment to the Fuſtice of God, or of his Interce/- 
ſion in Heaven in vertue of ſuch a truly Ex- 
piatory Sacrifice, or of our Juſtification by the 
free Grace of God, thro' the Redemption that 
is in him, or of the Neceſſity of the Renewing 
Grace of the Holy Spirit in order to our Rege- 
neration and our continued Progre/5 in Holi- 
neſs; ſuch Dofrines as theſe (that have been 
hitherto thought the Principles of Revealed 
Religion) that Author ſeems very willing to 
diſcard, on pretence of recommending it to 
the Der/ts, and facilitating their Belief of it. 
In ſhort, he requires 'em to take no new Do- 
fFrines into their Creed in order to their be- 
coming Chriſtians, but only ſome new Matters 
of Fact that tend to confirm the Di&ates of 
Natural Light. To this purpoſe he tells em 


again at p. 20. * That Chriſtian Religion pro- 


« perly is nothing elſe but Natural Religion, 
« whoſe Light Sin had almoſt extinguiſh'd. 
« And God to give it its firſt Splendor, yields 
&« up Chriſt to Death, which vindicatet us from 
« theSlavery of Sin. So that Chriſt died to 
confirm no peculiar Doctrines of his own, bur 
only thoſe DiFates or Principles of Natural 
Religion that Sin had almoſt extinguiſh'd. Such 
as the three fore- mention d Dictates, which he 
| A 4 makes 


PREFACE. 
makes the Fundamental Truths of the Goſpel, 

and with which our modern Deiſis will eaſily a- 
gree With him in Ranking em among their O- 
racles of Reaſon. So that his main Labour with 
the Dezſts is to reconcile em to this Matter of 
Fat, That Chriſt died ontheCroſs. And ac- 
cordingly he is very careful to take away from 
theCro/5 it ſelf, whatever might beaStumbling- 
block to em. To that purpoſe, he afigns four 
Reaſons of the Death of Chriſt : © The Firſt is, 
« to atteſt the Truth of this Doctrine concern- 
« ing another Life, and ſeal it with his Blood. 
he Second, That he muſt die in order to his 
&« being rais d again, whereby God confirms the 
C Truth of this Doctrine he taught concerning 
« another Life. The Third zs, That he might 
« leave his Diſciples an Example of ſuffering 
« for this Truth. The Fourth zs, That his thus 
« dying to atteſt the Doctrine of Eternal Life, 
« by perſwading Men of theTruth of it might 
« bring em 10 a good Life, and ſo free em from 
« Jin. And this (he tells us) zs all that's 
* meant by Chriſt's becoming a Ranſom or Price 
« of Redemption, his Giving up himſelf for us 
that he might redeem us from Iniquity, Gc. 
« His reconciling us to God by his Blood, his 
« bearing our Sins in his own Body, Sc. 
Theſe are all the Reaſons that Author is plea- 
ſed to aſſign of Chriſt's Death and Sufferings. 
But what then ſhall we make of all thote nume- 
rous Expreſſions of Scripture that repreſent 
our Bleſſed Saviour's Death under the Notion 
of a Sacrifice? and ſpeak of the Expration of 
our Sins by his Blood, &c. And this in Allu- 
ſion to thoſe Expiatory Sacrifices offer'd un- 
der the Old Teſtament in order to the appea/ing 
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PREFACE. 
of Divine Juſtice ? (For in this Notion of Ex- 
piatory Sacrifices, viz. That they were not 
meer Rites of Application to the Mercy of 
God, but offer'd to appeaſe his Vindictive Ju- 
ſtice, both Jews and Pagans were agreed). As 
to this, the Author tells us, © That God in Con- 
« deſcenſion to this Ignorance and Weakneſs, 
« and in order to put an end to all theſe Sa- 
« crifices, declares, That he has accepted the 
« Death of his Son permitted for the four 
« Reaſons above-mentioned) as the only Sacri- 
« fice that could pleaſe him, and procure the 
« Remiſſion of Sin; meaning thereby only this, 
« (as he immediately explains himſelf) That 
& Chriſt's Death was an Act highly pleaſing to 
« him, as Phineas's Act of Leal was, by which 
he zs ſaid to have made Attonement for the 
« Children of 1/-ae}, Numb. 25. 13. But all this 
while, there is not one Word of God's decla- 
ring in the Death and Sufferings of his Son, 
his Rrghteouſneſs in the Puniſhment of Sin. 
Not one Word of Subſtitution of Chr:/'s 
Deathin the ſtead of ours, for demonſtrating 
the Demerit of Sin, vindicating the Honour 
of God's violated Law, that threaten'd Death 
as the Wages of it, and rendring the Exerciſe 
of God's Mercy in the Pardon of Sin conſiſt- 
ent with the Glory of his Holineſs and Juſtice 
by ſuch an Example of his Severity againſt it. 
So that the Doctrine of Chriſt's Satisfattion is 
dropt. His Sacrzfice is but metaphorical; and 

all the Variety of Expreſſions in which 'tis re- 
' preſented in the Holy Scriptures, are but pom- 
pous Alluſions, which at the bottom ſignify no 
ſuch thing as Chriſts Death being a valua- 
ble Conſideration offer'd to the injured Juſtice 
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of God for the Impunity of all believing and 
penitent Sinners. And thus to reconcile the 
In fidels to the Croſs of Chriſt, he diſcards the 
main End and Deſign of his Sufferings on it. 
And aſſigns no other Reaſons of his Death, 
but what the Death of any of his _— and 
Mar tyrs would have been as capable to attain 
and ſerve, if God had but pleaſed to ſend them 
firſt to preach this Doctrine of Eternal Life, 
and when they had died to atteſt the Truth of 
it, had rais'd 'em again, 

But blefled be God, the Chriſtian Religion 
needs not ſuch treacherous Defenders as theſe. 
Nor can we receive Dezfts into the Chriſtian 
Church upon ſuch eaſy Terms as their believing 
one or two Matters of Fact, while they deny 
not only all the other peculiar Doctrines of the 
Goſpel, but even that great Myſtery of Godli- 
neſs, God manifeſted in the Fleſh. Such Proſe- 
lytes to the Chriſtian Church wou'd be no bet- 

ter than the moſt dangerous ſecret Enemies 
under the Diſguiſe of Fr:ends. 

And as the Unitarians are coming over to 
the Deiſts in Point of Doctrine, ſo they are 
affecting a Conformity to em in one of the 
worſt Practices. For if (as the ingenious Dr. 
Nichols tells us,) (Ca) *« The Latitudinarian 
« Principle of joining in Communion with 
e People of all Religions in their ſeveral De- 
« votions, and complying with whatever Re- 
« ligion is eſtabliſh' d, 12 the very Soul of 
« Deiſm ; I am ſure our late Unitarians are 
come a good way towards it, when they 
have ſo frankly of late profeſs'd, That they 
can join in the Worſhip of thoſe they call 


( i] See Conference with a Theiſt, Part II. p. 81, 82, 83, 84, G 
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Trinitarians, even tho' they know that ſuch 
do avowedly give Divine Worſhip in the moſt 
expreſs terms to our. Bleſſed Saviour to whom 
they no way believe it to be due (65). But 
whatever they think of it, no ſerious Chritti- 
an can think ſuch palpable Diſſimulation with 
God and Mew to be excuſable. | 

1 have enlarg'd the more on theſe matters, 
to let the Author of the Paper I have under- 
taken to anſwer, ſee, What a Party of Men 
he is pleaſed to liſt himſelf among ; And 
whither their Diſſent from the Chriſtian 
Church, in the Point here controverted, is 
like to lead em. And as I cannot be ſo un- 
_ Charitable as to think that he wou'd be willing 
to join with ſuch Writers as theſe in ſo pal- 
pable a Deſign of undermining the Chriſtian 
Religion, ſo I would not altogether deſpair 
of the Succeſs of this Attempt to recover him 
from his Error, if he wou'd impartially weigh 
what is here offer'd to his Conſideration. 1 
am ſure he will here find, That I have not 
only fairly repreſented his Arguments, but treat, 
ed him with a mildneſi and remper that be- 
comes ſo excellent a Cauſe, which needs not 
the Paſlions of Men for the Defence of it. 
And indeed my Reſpect and affectionate Ten- 
derneſs for the ſuppoſed Author the Per- 
verſion of whoſe valuable Abilities to ſo ill a 
purpoſe I hearily lament) were ſufficient to 
reſtrain me from that Severity of Style, which 
his unreaſonable Confidence, and his inſult- 
ing Language in ſome Paſſages of his Book, 
wou'd not only have prompted one to, but 
perhaps in ſome meaſure juſtify d. I remem- 


(6) See the Paper in the TIT Colle#. of Unit, Track. Entitled, The Scrip- 
turaliſts Chriſtian Condeſcenſion, conſider'd. 
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bred the Apoſtles Rule, of inſtructing with 
meekneſs ſuch as oppoſe themſetves, if perad- 
venture God may give em Repentance to the 
Acknowledgment of the Truth (a). I have not 
therefore treated him as an Enemy. Muchleſs 
havelhadany Hand in his publick Proſecution 
on the account of the Book I have undertaken 
to anſwer (as ſome have very unjuſtly report- 
ed.) How far the Author acts from Conſcience 
(tho erroneous and miſguided) in his preſent 
Oppoſition to this important Truth, I leave to 
God's Judgment and his own. But I cannot ex- 
cuſe his continuing ſo long in the Communion 

of a Chriſtian Church,in which he cou'd not but 
know that Divine Worſhip was avowedly paid 
to that Bleſſed Saviour, to whom it ſeems he 
did not in his Conſcience think it to be due. 
And if he thought his preſent Doctrine to be 
true, and a Truth of ſo great Importance, he 
ſhou'd in all Reaſon have more early and openly 
declar'd it, and not have contented himſelf with 
inſinuating it only in a few occaſional dark and 
ambiguous 'Terms. Divine Truth ſeeks not 
ſuch Diſguiſes, nor is it any great Argument of 
Sincerity or of a good Cauſe, to uſe em. But 
whatever effect this An/wer may have upon 
himſelf ; (For J am not inſenſible how difficult 
it is to remove thoſe Prejudices that are deeply 
rooted, and eſpecially where a Man's open EL 
pouſal of an Opinion engages his Reputation in 
the Defence of what he has once aſſerted: ) Vet 
I hope it may be of ſome uſetoeſtabliſh ſincere 
Chriſtians inthe Faith of this Grand Article of 
God manifeſted in the Fleſh, and to remove the 
Doubts of thoſe (if there be any ſuch among us) 
whom his Paper may have ſtagger'd. And tis 
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for this End that I thought it abſolutely neceſſa- 
ry, not to confine my ſelf to the bare anſwering 
of the Authors Paper, without lay ing before 
the Reader a ſew at leaſt of thoſe numerous Ar- 
— for our Saviour Divinity, which the 
Scriptures abound with, and which our Author 
(with what Ingenuity and Candor Lleave him- 
{elf tojudge) was pleaſed wholly to over-look. 
And'tis that chiefly has drawn out this An/wer 
to ſo great a length, and ſo long retarded the 
Publication of it. But I thoughtit far better to 
o once for all to the bottom of this Controver- 
y by a thorough Examination of all the Au- 
thor's Objeions againſt our Doctrine, and com- 
paring em with the Arguments on the other 
ſide, than to Content my ſelf with a few haſty 
and mene Remarks on em. And as Ithought my 
ſelf under ſome particular Obligation to engage 
in this Diſpute (tho other wiſe extreamly averſe 
to it, leaſt ſo excellent a Cauſe ſhou'd ſuffer by 
being in ſo weak Hands) ſo it encouraged me 
the more, when Iconſider'd, That the Author 
has fairly referr'd the Deciſion of this Contro- 
verſy to the Authority of the Holy Scriptures, 
and has I think gone beyond any of our late U- 
nitariansin producing the moſt plauſible Qb- 
jections againſt the Supreme Deity of our Lord 
Je ſus, that a ſubtle Wit can draw from thence. 
But Imuſt ſubjoin, That if any Reply be made 
to theſe Papers, in which the Arguments l have 
ofter'd are not repreſented and examin'd with 
that Fairneſs and Candour, with which I have 
treated the Author's moſt plauſible Reaſonings 
on this Subject, but only flurted at with a few 
ſuperficial Daſhes ofſuch a ſcornful unhallowed 
Wit, as appears every where in the * 
| f g 
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of our late Unitarians, I ſhallnot think my ſelf 
any way concern'd in it. For Itake this Subject 
to be of that vaſt Moment and Conſequence, 
that it ought to be argued with the greateſt Se- 
riou ſue ſi and Gravity, and with the profoundeſt . 
Humility that a due Senſe of our own Igno- 
rance, and Deference to Divine Revelation, can 
inſpire us with: And thoſe are very unfit to in- 
termeddle with, or be regarded in this Debate, 
who dare to handle it with a profane Irreve- 
reuce and inſolent e Iſhall only add, 
That I have left manifold Argumente for the Su- 

eme Deity of Chriſt from the Scriptures 
wholly untouch'd, becaufe I was willing to fix 
on, and vindicate thoſe only, againſt which the 
Author's Objefions were levell'd. So that 'tis 
not from the leaſt diſtruſt of their Strength that 
they are here omitted, but only to prevent this 
Anſwer from ſwelling to too great a bu 
which is already enlarged far beyond my fir 
Intention. May he that is the Way, the Truth 
and the Life, give us his Holy Spirit to guide 
4s into all neceſſary Truth, that we may grow 
in Grace, and in the Knowledge of our Lord 
and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, To whom be Glory 
both now and for ever, Amen. 1 Pet. 3.18, 


J. Boyle. 
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The Author's Arguments againſt this abſolute Omnipotence of 
Cbriſt, from John 5. 19, &c. anſwer' d, from p. 69, to p. 74- 
The ſetond Argument from Abſolute Goodnels, T hat this is a- 
. 54 to our Lord Feſus Chriſt, prov” M. 74,75. 
e Author's Reaſoning againſt it, from Matth. 19. anſwer'd, 
from p. 76, to p. 78. 
The third Argument from Abſolute Omniſcience, p. 79. 


That 


CONTENTS. 
That this is aſcrib'd to our = ty Lord, prov'd from ſuch Paſ- 
ſages as attribute to him the Knowledge of all things, and 

the ne vindicated from the Author's Exceptions, from 
p. 79, 7 p. 82. 8 8 
The — 2 from ſuch, Paſſages as attribute to him tbe 
Knowledge of the Heart, p. 83, 84, 85, 86. The Author's 
Exceptions againſt this Argument, refuted, from p. $7, 1092. 
The Author's Argument againſt the abſolute Omniſcience of 
Chriſt, from Mark 13. 32, anſwer d, p. 92, 93. 

The Author's 5 Remarks to reinforce his foregomg Arguments, 

eſpecially the laſt, anſwer'd, from p. 94, to p. 108. | 

The Third Argument for the True Deity of Chriſt from the Di- 
vine Worſhip due to bim, p. 108. 

The Notion of Divine Worſhip ſtated, p. 109. 

That the Scriptures require us to pay Divine Worſhip to our 
Bleſſed Saviour prov'd, from p. 109, to p. 119. 

The different Opinion and Practice of our Adverſaries in this 
Point, and particularly that of the Engliſh Unitarians, and of 

our Author, from p. 119, to p. 122. 

The Author's Arguments againſt giving Divine Worſhip to our 

Saviour anſwered, from p. 123, to p. 129. 

The Unreaſonableneſs of the Socinians in giving Divine War- 
ſhip to him, while they believe him only a diguify'd Man, 
proved, and the Charge of Idolatry on this Account made good, 

From p. 129, 70 p. 133 


The Opinion and Pra ice of the Unitarians and the Author. in 


giving an inferiour Religious Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour 

prov'd to be highly injurious to him if he be truly Cod. If 

he be not, injurious to the Honour of God, who ts the ſole 
Object of Religious 223 and tending to juſtify both Pa- 

gans and Papiſts in their Demon-Worſhip, from p. 133,to p. 
142 | 


142. | 
The Author's Objection againſt the True Deity of Chriſt from 
his Office of Mediator anſwered, from p. 142, to p. 149. 
His Object. from Act. 2. 72. anſwered, from p. 149, to p. 152. 
Hit Inſtances of the Unſteadineſs of 1 Writers in deal- 
ing with the Papiſts, and with the Unitarians, conſidered, 


5 p. IF2, 70 p. 155. | 
is general Reflections at the End of his Book antmadverted 
on, from p. 155, to the End. 


A VIN- 


VINDICATION 


OF THE 


TRUE DEITYT 


"ove 
BLESSED SAVIOUR, Cc. 


HE Doctrine of our Bleed 
$ aviour's Divinity has been ſo 
fully reveal'd in the Holy 
Scriptures, ſo univerſally re- 
g ceiv'd in the Chriſtian Church, 
and is ſo apparently interwoven 
with the whole Scheme of our 
Holy Religion, that there needs 
no Apology to be made for a 
ſeaſonable Defence of it, when 
tis ſo openly attack'd, and with ſo unuſual a Confi- 
dence. It wou'd be rather moſt inexcuſable not 70 
contend for this part of the Faith once deliver'd to the 
Saints, when the Honour of our Bleſſed Lord, the 
Peace of his Church, and the Salvation of Souls, 
are ſo greatly endanger'd by the violent Oppoſition 
made to this important Truth, 
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2 AV indication of the 
1 ſhall at preſent conſider a Pamphlet wrote on 
this Subject, entitled, An Humble Enquiry into the 
Scripture Actonnt of Jeſus nn or a Short Argu- 
ment concerning his Deity and Glory according to the 
Scriptures. | 
I ſhallnot enlarge on what is obvious to every one's 
Obſervation, viz. How little the Title agrees with 
the Strain of the Book. For few that read it with 
an unprejudic'd Mind can think that the Author 
has made his Enquiry with due Humility, when 
they conſider that he has in his Paper manifeſtly 
overlook'd the cleareſt Proofs of the Edential Deity 
of Chriſt in the Holy Scriptures, and only put toge- 
ther ſuch Paſſages as he thinks make againſt it, and 
yet on that very partial Repreſentation of the Ar- 
guments on one fide, has pronounc'd againſt the Re- 
ceived Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church with as 
much Confidence, as if he had clearly anſwer'd all 
the Arguments alledg'd on the other. 
Nor is it any great Argument of the Author's 
Candour and Sincetity to entitle his Paper, An Ar- 
gument concerning the Deity and Glory of Chriſt, when 
the whole Deſign of it is to diveſt him of the Glo- 
ry of that true Deity which the Chriſtian Church 
2 Ur 45 to him, and to * 7 him to the Rank of 
a meer digniſied Creature. But we muſt forgive him 
that he was willing for avoiding popular Odium, 
* CO an eterodox Book with an Orthodox 
itle. | 
'That I may therefore do ſome Juſtice to this im- 
8 Subject by ſetting it in its true Light, it will 
e requifite not only to anſwer what the Author has 
alledg'd againſt the true Deity of Chriſt, but to ſug- 
geſt ſome few at leaſt of thoſe manifold Proofs of it 
which the Holy Scriptures fo abundantly furniſh us 
with; the due Conſideration whereof will in a 
ou meaſure take off the Force of his main Obje- 
ions againſt it. | 
To ſtate the Queſtion aright, we muſt briefly con- 
ſider, what kind of Deity the Chriftian Church 
| aſcribes 
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aſcribes to our Bleſſed Saviour, and what our Au- 
thor is willing to grant him. 

What the Chriſtian Church believes concerning 
the Deity of Chriſt, preſuppoſes the Doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity, viz. That tho' there is but One God, 
One divine and infinitely perfect Being, yet that this 
One God, is ſome way Three as well as One; That he 
is Father, Word (or Son) and Spirit. That the Per- 
fections of the one undivided Nature of God are as 
truly aſcribed to the Word and the Holy Spirit as to 
the Father ; and yet that the Word and the Holy 
Spirit are by peculiar relative Properties, and by a 
different manner of Subſiſtance and Operation, di- 
ſtinguiſh'd from the Father; ſome things being 
_ in Scripture to the One that are not to the 

ther. 

Now, tho” the Holy Scriptures reveal to us ſuch a 
Trinity in the Unity of the divine Nature; (as par- 
ticularly by requiring us to be Baptiz'd in the Name 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (a); By 
ordering our being ble/7'4 in the Name of each of 
theſe ſatred Three (5). (See allo 1 Fob. f. 7.—). 
Yet how this Ce 2 arg Mord, and Spirit, 
they have neither fully reyeal'd, nor are we probabl 
in "this imperfect State capable clearly to ap — 


We do indeed fee ſome Reſemblance of a Trinity in 


Unity in created Beings themſelves. We fee the 
ſame Fun to be the diſtinct Fountain of Motion, 
Light, and Heat. We ſee the ſame Souls of Brutes 
to have diſtinct Powers of Vital Motion, Senſe, and 


Appetite, We can diſcern in our own Souls a clear 
Diſtinction between our Vital Power, Underfbanding, 


and Will. Nay, we ſee in Corporeal Beings them- 
ſelves a threefold Dimenſion of Length, and Breadth, 
and Depth. Now that manifeſt Diftin&tion in Cre- 
ated Beings which we find to be fo entirely conſiſt- 
ent with their Unity, gives us juſt Ground to con- 


1 


(4) Matth. 28. (6) 2 Cor. ch. 13. v. 13. 
* 
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4 AMA VinvdicartioN of the 
_ clude, That tis yy poſſible, and no way contra» 
dictory to any ſolid Principles of Reaſon, that there 
may be a much greater Diſtinction in an infinite Be- 
ing fully conſiſtent with the Unity thereof. And 
therefore, if the Scriptures aſſert ſuch a Diftinfion * 
in the Divine Nature; if they diſtinctly aſcribe not 
only to the Father, but to the Word and Holy Spirit, 
the peculiar Titles, Perfections and Operations of the 
Divine Nature, and require us to pay Divine Homage 
to each of theſe Sacred Three; We ought to enter- 
tertain with Humility and Reverence what the Bleſ- 
{cd Go p has thus diſcover'd concerning his own 
infinite Nature, without any curious Enquiries be- 
yond the Line of Divine Revelation, How theſe 
Sacred Three are diſtinguiſh'd from each other, and 
yet are One True God. . 

For we do believe ſeveral particular Perfections of 
the Divine Nature, tho' our Underſtandings are in- 
volv'd in the like Difficulties how to form any clear 
diſtinct Ideas of em, or ſolve all the Objections 
rais'd againſt em. We firmly believe the ſame God 
to be Eternal, tho' no Man can define to us what 
Eternity is, and how 'tis diftinguiſh'd from, and yet 
co-exiſts with the Succeſiive Duration of Temporary 
Beings. We believe the Immenſity of „ tho” 
we cannot clearly conceive, How an undivided Be- 
ing can be everywhere preſent, without ſomething 
analogous to the Extenſion of Corporeal 3 
And we believe the Divine Preſcience, tho no Man 

can explain, How the contingent Actions of free 
Agents can be certainly fore-known by the Divine 
Underſtanding, nor anſwer all the ſubtle Arguments 
that may be rais'd againſt it. Nay, we that meet 
with ſo many things in our ſelves, and in the minuteſt 
Creatures round about us, that are _— our reach 
to comprehend, ſhould not at all wonder that inſuch 
a Declaration as the great God gives of his own In- 

finite Nature, there ſhould be ſome things to us Un- 
2 It would rather be ſtrange if. it were o- 
therwiſe. 


* Now 
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Now this Paper which I deſign to examine, only 
oppoling the Deity of one of thoſe Sacred Three, I 
ſhall apply my ſelf to the Defence of that. 

As to the Author's. Opinion, he does not ſeem 
very clear in ſtating the Queſtion relating to the 
Deity of our Bleſſed Saviour. 

For one while he propoſes it, herber Chrif 
« be the God of Gods, or above all Gods ? For this 
(he tells us) is the higheſt and moſt glorious Title 
& given to God in the Old Teſtament, when it is deſign- 
C ed to make the moſt magnificent Mention of his peer- 
& leſs Greatneſs and Glory. 

But foreſeeing perhaps that Chriſt, who is over 
Angels, whom he tells us the Scriptures call Gods, 
may be therefore ſtiled according to his own Hypo- 
theſis God of Gods ; he {&ms willing to ſhift the 
Dueſtion, and reduce it to this, Whether Jeſus Chriſt 
has any God over him, who has greater Authority and 
greater Ability than himſelf, or no ? 

Now this State of the Queſtion is unfair, and lia- 
ble to juſt Exception. For Jeſus Chriſt is a com- 
plex Subject, which (according to the avowed Faith 
of the Chriſtian Church) includes in it, both his 
Divine Perſon 8 the Account whereof he is called 
the Wora, and the Only Begotten of the Father) his Hu- 
man Nature, and his Office of Mediator. Now in 
ſome of thele reſpects tis true that Jeſus Chriſt has a 
God over him; in others, tis not. So that his bare 
proving, That in ſome reſpects (as particularly that 
in reference to his Human Nature, or to his Mediatory 
Office) he has a God over him, will by no means 
prove, that he is not the God of Gods, or Supreme 
God, as he is the Word, and the Only Begotten of the 
Father. 

The true State then of the Queſtion between him 
and us is, Whether Chriſt as the Word and Only 
Begotten of the Father, be only a Created Finite Be- 
ings tho” raiſed to eminent ſubordinate TN o- 
v er all other Creatures, or be a Being of infinite Per- 

ectious? Whether under this Character and Conſi- 

deration he be Cod in a Proper Senſe as that denotes 


_ nify'd Creature, or (in our Author's | 
ing in Subordinate Power? And 'tis evident, That 
our Author allows him to be no otherwiſe God than 


6 A Vinvpicartion of the 
a Being of infinite Perfeftions ? Or be God only in 
a Figurative Senſe, as that Word der a moſt dig- 

anguage) 4 Be- 


in this Figurative Improper Senſe For he denies any 
of thoſe Fo finite Perfections to belong to him whic 
are the Properties of the Divine Nature. So that 


our Bleſſed Saviour is no more with him than a 


Creature rais'd to the higheſt Authority over his Fel- 
low-Creatures; or, as he ſpeaks, The chief of Subor- 
dinate Powers. 

My Buſineſs then is to ſhew, That the Scriptures 
repreſent that Word that was made Fleſh, that Only 
— Son of the Father that came into the World, 
and was Partater of our Fleſh and Blood, to be the 
moſt High God in the Proper Senſe of the Word, 
viz. A Being of Infinite Perfections, and not a Crea- 
zure and Finite Being, who 1s only call'd God on the 
Account of his Eminent Dignity and Authority over 
his Fellow-Creatures. 


Now this I ſhall endeavour to prove from the pe- 


culiar Titles of the ſupream God, (or infinitely per- 
fect Being) that are given to our Bleſſed Saviour; 
from the Divine Worſhip due to him; from the in- 
communicable Worts and Perfections of God aſcrib'd 
to him. And under each of theſe Heads I ſhall have 
Occaſion to examine and anſwer what the Author 
has alledg'd to the contrary. 
I begin with 

I. The Argument drawn from the peculiar Titles 
of the Sypream God, (or the infinitely perfect Be- 
ing) which are given to our Bleſſed Saviour. 

As to this, our Author tells us, “ It is not deny'd 
«© by the Arrians and Socinians that the Bleſſed Jeſus 
«© has the Title of God aſcribed to him ſometimes in the 
«© Scriptures. But the Queſtion is, In what Senſe ? 
And having told us, That the Word God in Scrip- 
ture ſometimes ſignifies the Supream Being, ſometimes 
Perſons inveſted with ſubordinate Power, as Angels or 
Magiſtrates, he concludes, « That the bare Character 
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« of God determines nothing in this Caſe, becauſe it be- 
= © longs bath to the Supream and Subordinate Beings in 
„ Power and Authority.” And therefore propaſes 
the Queſtion, I bether Feſus Chrift be God of Gods, 
or above all Gods? Which he ſuppoſes the peculiar 
Character of the ſupream Being. 
4 In Anſwer to this, We do not pre that the 
bare Title of God given to our Saviour is a demon- 
ſtrative Proof of his being the moſt High God, for 
the Reaſon he alledges that Ange/s and Magiſtrates 
are alſo called Gods. But we muſt diſtinguiſh be- 
tween that Title being given in a proper Senſe, and 
in a figurative (and by a Catachreſis.) And 'tis appa- 
rent that where that Title is given to Creatures, 
tis either given in the Plural Number (as to An- 
els and iſtrates;) or if given in the Singular 
umber, tis in ſuch a particular Senſe, and under 
ſuch Circumſtances and Limitations as plainly ſhew 
tis apply'd only in a figurative Senſe; as in the In- 
ſtance the Author gives of Moſes being @ Cod to 
Aaron and Pharaoh. Tho' as to the former, Exod. 
4. 16. tis only faid Moſes ſhould be to Aaron inflead 
of Cod; which plainly ſhews in how improper a 
Senſe the Word is us'd. And this explains what is 
ſaid of Moſes being a God to Pharaoh, viz. That he 
ſhould repreſent God's Authority in commanding, 
and exert his Power in puniſhing Pharaoh. So the 
Devil is called the Ged of this H/orld, not only on 
the Account of his uſurped Dominion, bur becauſe 
he was worſhipp'd by the idolatrous W orld. 

Now when we argue for the Divinity of Chriſt 
from this Title of God, we not only inſiſt upon its 
being frequently given to him, (which it is not to 
any created Being, theſe few being the moſt plau- 
fible Inſtances that can be alledg'd) but from its 
being given without any Limitation, or any Circum- 
ſtances that ſhould lead us to a figuraiive Senſe of 
the Words; nay, on the contrary, in a Manner 


that leads us to take the Title in its true and proper 
Senſe. | 
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8 A VINDICATION of the 

There is no Appearance of any ſuch Limitation 
and figurative Senſe, when our Bleſſed Saviour is 
call'd /mmanuel, or God with us, God manifeſted in 
the Fleſh; when he has the Title of Ke or Lord, 
(which in the Septuagint anſwers to Hae of Feho- 
vah) given him throughout the whole New Teſta- 
ment; when he is call'd the true God, 1 Jobn y. 
20. (For that that Title belongs to him, appears not 
only from the ordinary grammatical Conſtruction of 
the Words, but from its Conjunction with that o- 
ther Title of Eternal Life, which in the Beginning 


of that Epiſtle, c. 1. v. 2. is given to Chriſt as di- 


ſtinguiſh'd from the Father.) hen he is call'd the 
Great God, Tit. 2. 13. (For that that Title belongs 
to our Saviour is evident from hence, That the 


glorious Appearance there mention'd is never attribute 


ed to the Father, but always to our Bleſſed Lord.) 
But eſpecially when ſo many Things ſpoken of the 

reat Febovab in the Old Teſtament are ſo manifeſt- 
y applied to our Bleſſed Saviour in the New. See 


among many other Inftances ſuch as theſe: Ja. 28. 


16. Joel 2. 32. compar'd with Rom. 10. 11, 12, 
13, 14. So Eph. 4.8. compar'd with Pſal.68. 18 
1 Cor. 10. 9. compar'd with Numb. 21. 6. So Rev. 1. 


8, 11. and 22. 13. compar'd with Ia. 44. 6. And 


many other ſuch Paſſages, ſome of which I ſhall 


have Occaſion to ſpeak of. 


But to bring this Matter to a ſhorter Iſſue; If it 
appear that ſuch Titles as are peculiar to the Supream 
Ged, and incommunicable to any finite Being how dig- 
nify'd ſoever, are given to our Bleſſed Saviour in 


the Holy Scriptures, the Argument from ſuch 


Titles will hold good to prove his being the Supream 
God. Our Author ſeems to allow, that if Christ 
were called the God of Gods, or a God above all Gods, 
it would prove his Divinity in the proper Senſe of 


the Word. Now the Proof is as cogent from any 


other Titles that are equally appropriated to the Su- 
pream Being, and — le to any finite crea- 
ted Being. 
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As to ſuch incommunicable Titles, I ſhall only in- 
ſiſt on thoſe wo given to our Bleſſed Saviour, that 


of God over all bleſſed for evermore, and that of Lord 


Lords. 
f Firſt, I would argue from that glorious Title a- 
ſcrib'd to our Bleſſed Saviour of God over all bleſſed 


for evermore. 


The Apoſtle Paul, ſpeaking of the Jews, ſaith of 
em, Whoſe are the Fathers, of whom, as concerni 
the Fleſh, Chriſt came, who is over all, God bleſſed for 
evermore, Amen. Rom. 9. 7. | 

To make the Force of this Argument appear, it 
will be only requiſite, N ; | 

I. To ſhew that this Title is here given to our 
Bleſſed Saviour. a c 

II. That *tis the peculiar incommunicable Title 
of the Supream God. | ; 

I. It will be requiſite to ſhew, That this T3zÞk 
is here given to our Bleſſed Saviour. | 

And 'tis the more needful to clear this, becauſe 
tho' Socinus himſelf freely gives up this Point, yer L 
find our late Unitarians generally chuſe rather to 
evade this Text, by telling us, that theſe laſt Words 
in the Text are not a Deſcription of our Bleſſed Sa- 
viour, but only a Doxology to the Father, and there- 
fore ſhould be render'd thus, Of whom as concerni 
the Fleſh Chriſt came, God*who is over all be bleſſed 
for evermore, Amen. | 

Nay, ſome late Unitarians have preſumed to tell 
us, 'tis probable the Word God was not originally 
in the Text. But this Pretence of theirs is ſo fully 
confuted by the late Biſhop of Worceſter in his Vindi- 
cation of the Trinity, p. 154, 155, Sc. and by Dr. hi- 
by in his Paraphraſè on this Paſſage, p. 48, 49, that I 
ſhall refer the Reader to thoſe learned Authors for en- 
tire Satisfaction in that Point. I ſhall only add, that the 
Words into an 

Ecphonema and Doxology, is countenanced by the 
Addition of Amen, which they tell us there was no 
Occaſion for, if the Words were intended as a De- 


ſcrigtion of cur Lord Jeſus. 
| But 
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But the Vanity of this Evaſion will appear if we 
conſider the following Particulars, 

t. That (as Socinus himſelf well obſerves) when the 
Word Eu. or Bleſſed is intended by Way of Dox- 
olog y, it ought to be put before thePerſon to whom 
tis applied, not after him. So that if the Apoſtle 


had intended the Words for a Doxology they ſhould 


have run thus, 'EvxAoyyros 6 wy ins Tavruy Ows Anu. 
But I may farther add, that *EvNoyyris is never 
put for *EuNoynros ig, but where the Senſe is im- 
perfect and defective without ſupplying the Verb; 
whereas there is no Ellipſis or Imperfection at all 
as the Words lye in the Original: So that the ſu 
plying any ſuch Verb has theſe two intolerable Faults 
in it; the one, that tis altogether unneceſſary, the 
Senſe being compleat without it; the other, that the 
ſupply ing * ſuch Verb quite alters the Senſe and 
Purport of the Words as they are in the Original, 
turning 'em to another Subject, without any ground 
for it. Nay, I may juſtly add, the Words 6 wy in 
the Original are ablolur ely neceſſary and uſeful, if we 
underſtand the Paſſage as a Deſcription of our Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour; whereas they are not only «/ee/5 if we 
underftand 'em as a Doxology, but dangerous, as te 
ing to miſguide us to interpret of Chriſt what the 


Apoſtle, according to our Adverſaries, intended only f 
of the Father. The Reader muſt excuſe ſuch Cri- 


maginable Sub- 
rilty to wreſt ſuch plain Texts from us. We are 
in this Caſe forc'd to fight em at their own Wea- 


pons. 

But farther, 

2. That the Apoſtle intended not this for a Daxo- 
LY, appears, becauſe he is always wont in his Doxo- 
logies to mention the Benefits conferr'd on ſuch on 
whoſe Account he offers em. But this he had no 
Occaſion for here: Not only becauſe theſe Privi- 
leges he mentions as appertaining to the Jews, 
and particularly that of Chriſt's Carnal Deſcent from 
*em, were Privileges ſeparable from Salvation, but 
becaule he here contiders the Jews as like to * 
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all the Advantage of em thro' their own wretched 
nfidelity, and on that account expreſſes his Extreme 
Hrrou of heart for em, v. 2. So that he here men- 
ions Chri/'s coming, not as matter of Joy to them, 
Hut like to turn to the Aggravation of their Guilt 
I q d Miſery. n . 

z. There was very juſt Occaſion for the Apoſtle to 
dd theſe words as a Deſcription of our Bleſſed Saviour. 
It was very fit that when the Apoſtle, among other 
Eminent Privileges appertaining to the Jews, men- 
ions this, That of them Chriſt came as concerning the 
id, that he ſhou'd enhance the Privilege by con- 
idering the Dignity of the Perſon that came, and his 
Puperiority to thoſe of whom he came. Eſpeciall 
when we confider, That the Apoſtle fo carefully li- 
its what he had ſaid of Chriff's coming of them, 
hat *twas only — ard oapra] as concerning 
leſh. Whereby he — intimates, there was 
onetbing to be confider'd in him more than that 
ieſb or Humane Natare he deriv'd by his Deſcent 
from them. And what it was he repreſents to 
em in this g/orious Title, who is over all God blefſed 
er evermore. And *tis obſervable that every thing 
In that Tire is oppos'd to their falſe opinion of him. 
hey thought him à Meer Man; the Apoſtle tells 
em, He was Gad: They thought him inferior to 
he Fathers; the Apoſtle ſtiles him, God over all: 
bey accounted him accursd; the Apoſtle ſtiles him, 
89 /e/ed for evermore. 

1 ſhall only add, That the Addition of Amer is 
vo Proof at all of the words being a formal Doxoloey 
ot an Aſertion, becauſe tis elſewhere added upon 
he mention of this Title, where there is only an 


ertion, no formal Doxology. *Tis fo in this 
Ppiſtle, (a) They ſerved and worſhipped the Creature 


Wore than the Creator, who is God Meſſed for ever- 
more, Amen. 


(4) Chap. 1. v. 25, 


expounded 'em o 


— 
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But as to the Author, I need the leſs infiſt on 
this, becauſe in diſcourſe on this Subject he own'd Þ 
theſe words as a ere of our Bleſſed Saviour, but 
his being the chief of thoſe ſubor- 

 dinate Powers that are call'd Gods in Scripture. 1 
I come therefore 8, f 
II. To ſhew, That this of God over all, bleſſed for 
evermore, is the Incommunicable Title of the God of 
Gods, or the Supreme God. And this will ſufficiently 2 
appear, if we conſider 1.108 
1. This Title is no where elſe in Scripture given 
to any Created Being, or Subordinate Power, but al- 
ways to the Supreme God. | ++ i 
I cannot find that this Title of God Blefed, or | 
Bleſſed for evermore, occurs oftner than four times in 
the New Teſtament. (For as to the word Bleſed 
apply'd to God, 1 Tim. cap. 1. v. 11. and 1 Tim. cap. 
6. v. If. ttis not in the Original *Evxoyyros, but 
uandei O or Happy. However tis there alſo ap- 
propriated to the moſt High God). And in every 
one of thoſe places tis manifeſtly apply*d to the mol N 
High God. Tis ſo in the Queſtion propos'd by the 
High-Prieft to our Saviour, Art thou Chriſt the Son 
of the Bleſſed? *Tis ſo in Rom. 1. v. 25. (of which 
more anon.) *Tis fo 2 Cor. 11. v. 31.----- Where 
the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is deſcrib'd MR 
in Expreſſions plainly parallel to thoſe here us'd con- 
cerning our Saviour, 6 wv *EvNoynros as atwvas, who lh 
is bleſſed for evermore. And I hope the peculiar Ad- 
dition, over all, cannot be thought any Diminution 
of this Tlluſtrious Character: For that is alſo elſe- 
Where given to the Father (c). I may therefore here 
juſtly challenge our Adverſaries to produce any o- 
ther Place where this Title is given to any Creature 
how dignify'd ſocyer, And if they cannot, How I 
unreaſonable 1s it to ſuppoſe this the Character of a 
Creature here, which is every where elſe appro- 
priated to the moſt High God ? Nay, tis obſervable, 
that where any Creatures are in the New Teſta- 
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ment called Bleſſed, the word is not *Eu>oyyres, but 
*Evroynucr@y. See Luke 1. 42. where tis apply'd to 
the Bleſſed Virgin, and to the fruit of ber Womb, the 
Aan Chriſt Jeſus. Nor is that Obſervation of Dr. 
XZ Hammond groundleſs (as Monſieur Le Clerk wou'd 
repreſent it — ordinary Cuſtom of the 
Jews to add to the Name of God this Title of 
Bleſſed for evermore. And had the Apoſtle beliey'd our 
Saviour to be no more than a dignify d Creature, 
he cou'd not have put a greater Stumbling- block be- 
core the Jews to harden em in their Infidelity, than 
by giving him a Title and Character which they 
had always appropriated to the great Jehovah. For 
he might be ſure they wou'd take theſe words to 
be an Aſcription of Divinity to him in the moſt 
ſtrict and proper Senſe. So that the Apoſtle could not 
have ſpoken more unwarily and dangerouſly to the 
Prejudice of the Chriſtian Cauſe, had he been of the 
Opinion of our late Unitarians z but nothing could 
have been added more ſeaſonably and juſtly, accord- 
ing to the reccived Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church. 
But , | 
2. This Argument#is the ſtronger, if we conſi- 
der, That this Character is given to the moſt High + 
== God as diſtinguiſh d from all Creatures whatſoever. 
= "Tis ſo in that foremention'd place, Rom. 1. 25. where 
the Apoſtle charges the Gentiles with worſhipping and 
ſerving the Creature more than (or rather beſide, naog) 
the Creator, who is God bleſſed for evermore, Amen. 
The Creatures the Gentiles ſerv'd were many of em 
ſuch Demons and Deceaſed Heroes, as they ſuppos'd 
to be ſubordinate Powers, but rais'd to the Digni 
of Gods, From all theſe the Apoſtle diitinguiſhes the 
true God the Creator of the world by this Title of 
Cod bleſſed for evermore. . d. That God, to whom a- 
lone the Bleſſing and Adoration of all intelligent Crea- 
tures is and will be for ever due. Now with how lit- 
tle Juſtice cou'd the Apoſtle fix this ſevereReproach 
on the Gentile Philoſophers, (for of them he here 
ſpeaks) when they might from his other Epiſtles 
retort his own Argument upon him. “ Can f be 
| & ſuch 


may, under the very Title of God, nay, of God over BY 


Kev. 19. 16. | 
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« ſuch a Crime in us to worſhip a Creature, befidet 
< the Creator, when you your ſelf propoſe a digni- | 
4 fy'd Creature as an Object of Religious Adoration, 3 
to whom you tell us, every Knee ſbou d bow, and 
& every Tongue confeſs his Dominion (a); nay, when 

you even cloath this exalted Creature with fo glori- it - 
ous a Character as that of God over all Bleſſed for | 
evermore, which you here give to the Creator; nay, 
when in other Writings you aſcribe the Creation to 
him (6) ? Can that then be 7dolatry in us that is 
none in you? And ſhou'd the Unitarians here ſup- 
poſe the Apoſtle to alledge for himſelf, That he 
did not give to Chriſt Supreme, but only Subordinate, 
Worſhip (as our Author himſelf profeſſes he does) 
(c): The Gentiles wou'd readily alledge the ſame 

Diſtiuction, to juſtifie their Worſhip of thoſe Crea- 

tures whom they ſuppds'd to be exalted to the dig- 
nity of inferior Gods. The Apoſtle might indeed blame 
'em for their ill Choice of thoſe ſubordinate Powers 
they worſhip'd, but cou'd never juſtly, upon the 
Principles of, our Adverſaries, charge them as /dola- i 
tors for worſhiping the Creature beſide the Creator, who 
is bleſſed God for ever; whef# the Apoſtle himſelf, 
and all Chriftians, (if they were of our Author's 
Opinion) did worſhip a Creature befides the Creator, 
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all bleſſed for ever. But of this I ſhall have occaſion 
to ſpeak more fully under the Argument drawn from 
the Divine Worſhip due to our Bleſſed Saviour. E 

Secondly, I would argue from that other Title 
aſcrib'd to our Bleſſed Saviour, viz. Lord of Lords, 
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And I the rather chuſe to inſiſt on this, becauſe ? 
our Author owns indeed this Title to be given him, 
but endeavours to diſprove this Inference drawn from 
It. 4 
To this purpoſe he tells us, That the Title of 
« Lord of Lords denotes an Inferior Character, com- 
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4) Phil. 2. v. 10. (5) Col. 1. v. 16.  (c) See pag. 17. 
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ce par'd with that of God of Gods, as appears by 
« that 1 Cor. 8. F. tho! it be included in the Su- 
« perior; ſo that he who is above all Gods, is alſo 
cc gyer all Lords, but not contrariwiſe, p. 2. 
Anſw. That the Title of Lord of Lords notes an 
Inferior Character compar'd with that of God of Gods, 
ſo that he may be Lord of Lords, who is not God of 
Gods, is not 1 by the Author without 
any ſolid Proof, but againſt the Current of the holy 
IF Scriptures, which do as ay appropriate the Title 
of Lord of Lords as that of God of Gods to OT 
Fehovah, or only true God. See in the Old Teſta- 
ment, Deut. 10. 17. The Lord your God is God of Gods, 
and Lord of Lords, a great God, mighty and terrible, &c. 
So P/. 136.2, 3. And in the New Teſtament, 1 Tim. 
6. 157. the great God is deſcrib'd as the Bleſſed and 
only Potentate, the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords. 
And indeed if that Title of God of Gods ſet that Be- 
ing to whom it is given above afl Gods whatſoyer, 
and 17 there is no God above him; there is the 
{ame Reaſon why the Title of Lord of Lords ſhou'd 
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be ſet him to whom it is given above all Lords whatſo- 
lf, cver, and imply that there is no Lord above him. But 
8 this the Author will by no Means grant to be true of 
7, our Bleſſed Saviour, and therefore is torc'd againſt the 


Strain of Holy Writ to ſuppoſe there are v9 diſtinct 
Beings, (one Finite, the other /nfmize) to whom yet 
the ſame Character of Lord of Lords does belong: 


RX Whereas the aforementioned Text makes this to be 
le the Title of him who is the Bieſſed and only Poten- 
1% ate, who therefore has no Rival with him in this 

=— 2/0045 Character. | 
ic And St. Thomas ſeems not to have been of the Au- 
m, V 2497's Opinion in this point, but on the conttary to 
m have ſuppoſed the Title of Lord and G equally due 


to the {fame Object of Religious Worſhi 
cries out in his deyout Addreſs to our Blel 
My Lord and my God, John 20. 28. 

And I may here juſtly add, That the Title of 
Lord of Lords is equivalent to that of Lord over all. 
Now the Title of Lord over all is made by the => 
poſtle 


8 when he 
ed Saviour, 


6 
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poſtle Paul equivalent to that of Jehovah in the 

Old Teſtament, and yet in the ſame Place is given by 

him to our 1 Saviour. He cites from the Pro- 
e 


>. YÞ 
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phet Joel thoſe Words, He that calls on the Name. | 
of Jehovah ſhall be ſaved, Rom. 10. 13. Whom the 
rophet ſtiles Fehovah, he calls Lord over all, ver. 12. 
And: that by that Lord over all he underſtands our Bleſ= 3 
fed Saviour is evident from the following Verſe: For 
it was him the Apoſtles were ſent to Preach, and to | 
invite both Jews and Gentiles to Believe and Call 
upon, v. 14. (Of which more will occur under the 
Argument from Divine Worſhip.7) 4 
ut our Author refers us for Proof of what he 
fays, That the Title of Lord of Lords denotes an In- 
ferior Character, to 1 Cor. 8. 5. | 
But if it be enquir'd, How this appears from that 
Text? I ſee not what the Author has offer'd to prove 
it, unleſs we will take for Proof of it what he faith 
in the ſecond Column of the ſecond Page, which I 
ſhall carefully conſider. 
* How manifeſtly (/aith he) are the One God 
& and One Lord diftinguiſh'd? 1 Cor. 8. 6. And 
& that there may be no Pretence to ſay with Place- 
& us, That the God, and the Lord, or the Cauſe 
&< of which all Things are, and the Cauſe by or 
& thro* which all Things are, are but two Things 
c {aid of the ſame one God, We may ſee em more 
& clearly diſtinguiſn'd, Eph. 4. 5, 6. where by inter- 
c poſing other Things between the One Lord and 
& One God, viz. One Faith, One Baptiſm, it ap- 
< pears evidently, That theſe were not intended as Wl 
& two Characters of the ſame Being. 3 
Anſw. To clear this, I may juſtly premiſe that the 
Title here given to our Bleſſed Saviour is not Lord f 
Lords, but the Lord by whom are all Things. Nay, 
tho” it ſhould be granted to our Author that the bare 
Title of Lord may ſometimes note one in Office infe- 
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all Things are, did imply him to be only a dignify'd 
Creature, and ſo a Being diſtinguith'd from the Fa- 
ther in Nature and E//ential Perfefions. For the 
Fon of God may be in reſpect of Office inferior to the 
Father, and ſuſtain a Character interior to his, with« 
out any Inequality in reſpect of Eſential Perfectionc, 
(as I ſhall have Occaſion to ſhew afterwards. 

Now that the Apoſtle does not by the Lord by 
whom all Things are, intend a meer dignify*d Creature, 
diſtinguiſh'd from the Father in point of Eſſence, Pla- 
ceus has offer'd ſeveral Reaſons to prove, which our 
Author has offer'd no Reply to, and the Author 
produces but one Argument againſt it, which hag 
no manner of force. 5 

As to Placeus's Arguments I ſhall only mention 
and enforce thele three. | 

1. Becauſe this Suppoſition alone can render the 
Apoſtle's Reaſoning hd and clear. 

he Apoſtle had aſſerted, That an Idol in the World 
was nothing, according to the known Doctrine of 
the Old Teſtament, that brands all the Deities of the 
Gentiles as Vanities and Nothings i. e. All the Ob- 
jects of the Worſhip of the Gentiles were nothing 
in point of real Divinity. On the contrary he aſſerts, 
That there is none other God but one. And how do's 
he prove this? *Tis by this Argument, For tho" there 
be that are called Gods, whether in Heaven or Earth; 
(i. e. tho' the Heathens have a multiplicity of Gods 
both Celeftial and Terreſtrial) as there be Gods ma- 
ny, and Lords many; (i. e. as there are many ſuch 
Demons whom the Heathens own'd as Gods and Lords) 
(a) But to us (i. e. to us Chriſtians) There is but Ono 
Cod the Father of whom are all Things, and we in (or 
for) him: And One Lord Feſus by whom are all Things, 


A. — 
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(a) That this is a juſt Paraphraſe of the Apoſtle's Expreſſions in oppoe 
» fition to the Paraphraſe of the Socinians, re-advanc'd of late by Mon- 
ſieur Le Clerk, who underſtands by Gods and Lords, Angels and Ma- 
Liſtrates, I muſt refer the Reader for fuller Satisfaction to Dr. White 
by's Paraphraſe, p- 141, where he will ſe that new Expoſition ſo» 

lidly confuted. e 
0 and 
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and we by him. Now if we ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to 
deſcribe that One God (whoſe Unity he intended to 
prove in Oppoſition to the Pagan Polythei/m) accor- 
ding to to different Manners of Subſiſtence and Ope- 
ration, which are peculiar to the Father and the Son, 
viz. The Father as the Cauſe of whom all Things are, 
and we in or for him, The Son as the Cauſe by whom 
all Things are, and we by him, The one diſtinguiſh'd 
by the S of Cod, The other of Lord, we 
make him argue conſiſtently with himſelf, as well as 
with the receiv'd Doctrine of the, Chriſtian Church. 
And even tho' Lord ſhou'd denote a lower Character 
belonging to Chriſt as Mediator, yet if he to whom 
"tis given be in reſpect of his Nature God as well as 
the Father, {till the Apoſtle argues conſiſtently, and 
well proves, That Chriſtians have 20 other God but 
one, becauſe they own but one Father that ſuſtains 
the Rights of the Deity, and one Lord that is the 
Adminiſtrator of the Divine Kingdom, and is One in 

Eſſence with the Father. Fw! | 
But on the other hand, if we ſuppoſe, That the 
Apoſtle by One Lord means only a Diguify'd Crea- 
ture, a Being entirely diſtinct from the true God, 
and yet a God by deputation, His Way of Reaſoning 
will be very unaccountable and ſtrange. For accor- 
ding to this Suppoſition the Apoſtle proves there is 
no other God but One in oppoſition to the Heathens 
Polytheiſm. How? Why, becauſe tho' the Hea- 
thens have many Gods and Lords, yet we Chriſtians 
have but one One God the Father, who alone is God 
by Eſſence, and One Lord, who is God by Office and 
Deputation. Which in Effect is to prove, that to 
Chriſtians, There is no other God but One, becauſe to 
them there are but Two, One Eſſential God, and ano- 
ther Made God, One God by Nature, and another by 
Office. Beſides, if we ſuppoſe with the Unitarians, 
that the Apoſtle intends One God, with that Limi- 
tation, of One that is God of himſelf and by Nature, 
we ought in all Reaſon to apply the like Limitation 
to one Lord, and underſtand it of One who has this 
Lordſhip and Dominion of himſelf. But this wou'd 
Over- 
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overturn their Opinion concerning our Bleſſed Savi- 
our, whoſe Dominion they will by no means allow 
to be from himſelf. | 

2. And this Argument will appear the ſtronger, if 
we add to it, That the Expoſition of our Adverſa- 
ries wou'd give the Gentiles a fair handle to juſtify 
their Worſhip of their Inferior Deities. 

For the Learned Pagans might aun retort on the 
Apoſtle, We own as well as you, That there is but 
One God, i. e. One who is God of himſelf, and the 
Supreme God; but it will not thence follow, that 
all the Inferior Demons we n nothing of 
Divinity in em, and that no Wo 'p is due to em. 
For we ſuppoſe em conſtituted as Inferior Gods by. 
the Favour of the Supreme God, on the Account of 
the Lordſhip and Dominion he has delegated to em. 
We ſuppole that he has advanc'd em to that Digni- 
ty, 6d allows our paying em an inferior Religious 
Homage. (a) Now what do we 1n this Matter more 
than you Chriſtians, who beſides that One God that 
is of 2 own another God, and pay a Religious 
Homage to him, even to one who is but a God by 
Courteſie and Deputation? So that if our Demons are 
but Hictitious Deities, to whom no Worſhip is due, 
there is as little due to your Made God, who is as 
meer a Nothing in point of true Divinity as ours. All 
that I can ſee capable of being reply'd is, That the 
Heathens were miſtaken in thinking their inferior 
Deities to be conſtituted ſuch by the Supreme God; 
but ſtill their Argument, according to the Unitarian 
Hypotheſis, ſufhciently elears their Demon-worſhip 
from being /dolatrous. Of which more will occur 
under the Head of Hor ſhip. | 

3. I may juſtly add, That to be the Cauſe by whom 
are all Things, is the peculiar Character of the 7rue 
God, and therefore cannot be the Character of a meer 
Dignify'd Creature. 
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(a) See Celſu making this very Plea for Demon-Worſhip, Ce!/. ap, 
Orig. 1.8. p. 381, 421, ; | 
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_ *Tis mention'd as the Character of the True God, 
That of him, and thro' (or by) him, and to him are 
all Things, Rom. 11. 35. And this Phraſe is app! 'd 
to Chriſt, when the Work of Creation is erib'd 
ro him, Eph. 3. 9. Col. 1. 16. (which I ſhall a- 
non ſhew to be the peculiar Work of the True and 
Supream God). And therefore thoſe Arrians are 
plainly miſtaken who tell us, that this Phraſe, All 
Things are by him, denote only a Finite Inſtrumental 
Cauſe ſubſervient to the Firſt. Whereas it appears 
from the forc- cited place, that this Expreſſion is 
applied to the Firſt Cauſe, By whom, as well as Of 
whom, all Things are. All Things are of the Fa- 
ther, by the Eternal Word. And this is agreeable to 
" F083. 1.2, 2. | 9815 

5 Nor can our Adverſaries juſtly pretend, that the 
Apoſtle's ſaying, To us there is but one God the Fa- 
ther, do's exclude all but the Father from being Gad. 
For, by the fame Reaſoning, theſe Words, To us 
there is but one Lord, wou'd exclude all but Chrift 
from this Character of Lord. (As ſeveral of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers very well argue in commenting 
on theſe Words.) 


But our Author, inſteadof making any Reply toPla- 


ceus's Arguments, pretends to overturn 'em all with 
one Objection, viz. * That we may ſee the One God 
&« and One Lord more clearly diftinguiſh'd, Eph. 4. 
&« 5,6. Where by interpoſing other things between the 
&« One Lord, and One God and Father, viz. One Faith, 
« and One Baptiſm ; it evidently appears, That theſe 
&« were not intended as two Characters of the ſame 
„ Being. 

But how do's this evidently appear ? It do's in- 
deed appear, that the Apoſtle diſtinguiſhes between 
that Oue Lord, and the Father. But how do's it ap- 
pear, that he diſtinguiſhes between 'em, as between 
two Beings, the one whereof was only a Finite Digni- 
' Creature, the other Uncreated and Infinite? Why 
may not the ſame God, according to one manner of 
Subſiſtence and Operation be call'd God the Father, 
and according to another different manner of Sub- 

ſiſtence 
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ſiſtence and Operation be tiled in reſpe& of his Me- 
diatory Kingdom Lord? And why may not theſe 
Two that are diftinguiſh'd from each other in their 
manner of Subſiſtence, their relative Properties, and 
their Characters in the Oeconomy of our Salvation, 
be mention'd diſtinctly, and at ſome Diſtance in the 
fame Paragraph, without ſuppoſing em to be diſtin- 

iſh'd from each other in reſpect of Eſſential Per- 

ions, or without ſuppoſing 'em to be two ſuch 
diſtin& Beings as God a meer Dignify'd Creature 
are ? Eſpecially whenthoſe Words, One Faith, and 
One Baptiſm, are fitly mention'd after One Lord, as 
the genuine diſtinguiſhing Characters of thoſe that 
belong to his Mediatory Kingdom. If the Author 
ſee any Force in his own Argument, he muſt excuſe 
us that we do not, but think there is incomparably 
ter Strength in the Arguments on the other 
kde, which he thought fit to take no Notice of. 

I ſhall only add under this Head, that the very 
Title of Lord, Kue, fo univerſally given to our Sa- 
viour thro' the New Teſtament, and anſwering to 
that of Fehovah in the Old, has been enlarged on as 
a Proof of our Saviour's Divinity by the Biſhop of 
Sarum, (a) whoſe Reaſoning on that Head the Au- 
thor has not thought fit to take any Notice of. 

Having thus far purſued the Argument from the 
peculiar Titles of the Supreme God being given to 
our Bleſſed Saviour, it will be proper for me under 
this Head to take Notice of the two firſt Argu- 
ments he advances againſt the true Divinity of our 
Bleſſed Saviour. | 

His firſt Argument is, © That our Lord Feſus Chriſt 
© expreſly ſpeaks of another God diftintt from himſelf. 
© Several times we find him ſaying, My God, of ano- 
ce ther. Matth. 27. 26. My God, my God, why haſt thou 
& forſaken me? Sure he intended not to ſay, My ſelf, my 
„ /elf,, why haſt thou forſaken me? This God was then di- 
e ftinft from himſelf, as he declares in other Places, 


— »* E 


(a) See the Biſhop of Sarum's Four Diſcourſes, from pay 110. to 
| pag. 121, 
| C 3 John 
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& John 7. 17. He ſhall know of ny Doctrine whether 
« it be of God, or whether I ſpake of my ſelf. So 
« John 8. 42. Where 'tis to be noted that he does 
« not diſtinguiſh himſelf from him as the Father, but 
C as God. And therefore in all juſt Conſtruction be 
« cannot be ſuppos d to be that ſelf-ſame God, from 
e whom he diſtinguiſhes, and to whom he oppoſes, him- 
« /elf. | W 

gy 4s "Tis ſomething ſtrange, that the Author 
ſhou'd take no notice of what had been briefly of- 
fer'd in Anſwer to this Argument in the Remarks on 
Mr. E——'s Caſe. But ſure he can never expect 
this Argument ſhou'd ſtagger thoſe who believe that 
there are Two Natures united in our Lord Jeſus, un- 
leſs he had firſt overthrown that important Article 
of our Religion. (What he has offer'd afterwards 
will be conſider'd in its due place.) Chriſt as Man 
diſtinguiſhes himſelf from God, therefore the Word 
to which his Human Nature was united, cannot be 
God, tho' apparently call'd ſo. Where is the Con- 
ſequence ? All the Force of the Argument lies in 
this, That whenever our Lord Jeſus ſpeaks of him- 
ſelf, he muſt be neceſſarily ſuppos'd to include all that 
is in his Perſon. But this is a manifeſt Miſtake, Our 
Author himſelf grants, That that may be affirmed of 
a Perſon which belongs only to a part of him, p. 8. 
And nothing is more uſual in our common Forms of 
Speech than to apply that to our ſelves, which is 
true only of a Part of our compounded Nature; as 
one may ſay, I my ſelf was wounded, or ſick, when 
only his Body is ſo, not his Soul. Thus our Lord 
Jeſus ſaith to his Diſciples after his Reſurrection, Be- 
hold my Hands and my Feet, That 'tis I my ſelf, For a 
Spirit has not Fleſh and Bones, as ye ſee me have. 9 
Where he calls his Body, Himſelf. And what if we 
ſhou'd hereupon argue as our Author, That our Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour had no Soul or Spirit, becauſe he ſpeaks 
of himſelf as diſtinct from a Spirit, and therefore can- 
not be ſuppos'd to have any Spirit, from which he 
diſtinguiſhes, and to which he oppoſes, himſelf : 
Wou'd he take ſuch Reaſoning for any better 3 
W 
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weak Sophiſtry? And why my not our Lord Jeſus 
then call his Human Nature Himſelf, as well as his 
Human Body? Why may he not as Man diſtinguiſh 
himſelf from God ? And the Author knows well e- 
nough, it was as Man that he ſuffer'd thoſe Agonies 
on the Croſs, and as Man that he came to reveal 
the Will of God to the Sons of Men. But the Au- 
thor ſhou'd tell us, how we ſhall reconcile his Ar- 
ument with Chriſt's being ſo often and expreſly 
fte God, whereas he ſuppoſes him always ditto 
uiſh'd from God? And he can no way ſolve the Dif- 
Fculty without that Diſtinction of a God by Nature, 
and a God by Office. So that the Debate will come 
to this, Whether of theſe Diſtinctions be more con- 
formable to the Strain of the holy Scriptures, vis. 
Our Diſtinction of two Natures in the Perſon of 
our Bleſſed Saviour, with which we ſolve the Paſ- 
ſages he mentions or his Diſtinction of a God by Na- 
ture, and a God by Office or Deputation, to which he 
muſt flee to reconcile thoſe Paſſages in which Chriſt 
is diſtinguiſh'd from God with thoſe wherein he is 
called God. We can ſhew him our Diſtinctian clear 
in ſeveral Paſſages, (as 1 John 1. 14. Rom. p. F. 
1 Tim. 3. 16.) But we cou'd never yet diſcern any 
Footſtep of the other in the holy Scriptures, which 
aſſure us, that to us, be aq! There is no other 
God but One. 1 Cor. 8. 4. And the very firſt Com- 
mand ſtrictly forbids our owning any other as God 
but him, Exod. 20. 3. 
And this leads me to what he adds under this Ar- 
ment from that fore-cited Text, 1 Cor. 8, 4. But 
aving already conſider'd his weak Reaſoning from 
that Paſſage, p. 16, 17, Cc. I ſhall refer the Reader 
thither; and come to his 
Second Argument, vis. N 
* Our Lord Jeſus not only owns another than him- 
& ſelf to be God, but alſo that he is above or over him- 
* ſelf. Which is plainly alſo imitated by the Apoſtles. 
* Himſelf loudly proclaims his Sulljection to the Father 
in many Inſtances. In general be declares his Father 
* 70 be greater than he, John 14.28, Fo. and 10. 29. 
C 4 “ Ho 
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&« He ſaith, he came not in his own, but his Father's, 
& Name and Authority. John 5. 43. That he ſought 
& not his own, but God's, Glory; nor made his own 
& Jill, but God's, his Rule. And in ſuch a Poſture | 
* of Subjetion he came down from Heaven to this | 
Earth. So that it ſhou'd ſeem that Nature that did | 
& pre-exiſt did not poſſeſs the ſupreme Will, even be- | 
& fore it was incarnate, John 6. 38. Again, he owns | 
& his Dependance on his God and Father, even for 
66 thoſe Things which 'tis pretended belong to him as 
© God, viz. the Power of working Miracles. John 5. 
1 9, 20. Of raiſing the Dead, v. 26. Of executing 
© univerſal Judgment, v. 27. Of all which he ſays, 
& Of my ſelf I can do nothing, v. 30. In like manner 
& his Apoſtles declare his Subjeftion to another; not 
© only as his Father, but as his God, which is moſt 
© emphatically expreſſed in calling the moſ# Bleſſed God, 
© the God of our Lord Feſus, after his Humiliation 
© was over, Eph. 1. 17. And the Head of Chriſt is 
„ God, 1 Cor. 11. 3. They declare his Headſbip over i 
* the Univerſe, and the very Foundation of his Claim 
8 to Honour and &. ervice, to be owing to the gracious 
* Gift of God, Phil. 2. 9. Aud yet theſe are ſome of 
& the higheſt Glories of Jeſus Chriſt. # 
Anſw, That this Argument is of no Force againſt 
the true Deity of ourBleſſedLordywill appear if we con- 
{ider, That God the Father may be above Chriſt in ſe- 
veral Reſpects, which yet are no way inconſiſtent i 
with his 2 One God with the Father, and that 
the Scriptures cited by our Author under this Head 
are to be underſtood only of the Father being above 
him in ſome of thoſe Reſpects. b 
I. I ſhall ſhew, That God the Father may be ſaid 
to be above _— in ſeveral Reſpects, which yet are 
no way inconſiſtent with his being One God with the 
Father. : 7 
Now the Father may be ſaid to be above our Lord 
Jeſus in theſe three Reſpetts, J eig. E 
i. With reſpoct to bis Humane Nature, Who can 
doubt bur a temporary dependent Creature is every 
way inferior to that Eternal Almighty Being that 
made him? 175 Mn: 2. With | 
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2. With reſpect to the Eternal Generation of bis di- 
vine Perſon, as he is the only Begotten of the Father. 
We acknowl a Priority in the Order of ſubſiſt- 
ing to be peculiar to the Father, who is therefore 
called the Fountain ; the Deity. The Father and 
Son's having the ſame Nature do's not deſtroy the or- 
der of Perſeus. A Son is equal to his Father in reſpect 
of the Human Nature he derives from him, but yet 
inferior in that Relative Capacity of a Son. And on 
this account the Father is ſometimes in Scripture 
call'd God by way of Eminency, and propos'd as the 
ultimate Object of religious Worſhip, Eph. 2. 18. 
Thro him (i. e. thro” Jeſus Chriſt) we have Acceſs by 
one Spirit to the Fatber, i. e. to the divine Nature as 
primarily ſubſiſting in the Perſon of the Father, 

. With reſpeft to his Office as Mediator. 

fa One God we believe there is Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit. And that there is between theſe ſacred 
Three that Diſtinction which is a ſufficient Founda- 
tion for their diſtinct Actings towards each other, 
of which there are evident Inſtances in the myſteri- 
ous Oeconomy of our Redemption. In which the 
order of working follows that of ſubſiſting. The Fa- 
ther ſuſtains the Place of ſupreme offended Lawgiver. 
The Son by a voluntary Diſpenſation aſſumes our 
Nature, and interpoſes as an Atoning Mediator. And 
this is a wonderful Inſtance of the Condeſcention of 
the Eternal Mord, that tho' he was God equal with 
the Father in reſpect of eſſential Perfections, yet his 
compaſſionate Regard to us induced him to accept 
a Station and ſuſtain a Character in order to our Re- 
covery, in which the Father is greater than he; yea, 
in which he was in the Nature he aſſum'd to be 
humbled to ſuch an aſtoniſhing Degree, as to be 
Obedient to Death, even the Death, of the Croſs, to 
3 and rejected of Men, as well as ſmitten of 
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And in this Capacity of Mediator, after he had fi- 
niſh'd the Work of his humble State, he was crowned 
with Glory and Honour, and deſervedly advane'd'/to 

a ſovereign Dominion over all, that in the _— 
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{tration of his Mediatorial Kingdom he might” ac- 
compliſh the eternal Counſels of the divine Will. 
And in this ſtate of Exaltation his Human Nature 
has an eminent 1 of 1 and Glory above 
any other created Being conferr'd upon it, which 
was not its original Right, but the Reward of his 
Condeſcenſion and meritorious Obedience and Suf- 
ferings. | l Ake de 
Nov, tho' under each of theſe Conſiderations 
God the Father is above the Son, yet none of em is 
inconſiſtent with the Son's being God by Nature. 
Not his being Man. For tho' as Man, he is not 
God; yet he, who is Man, is alſo God. For the 
Apoſtle ſure do's not ſpeak Contradictions and Im- 
poſſibilities, when he tells us, That of the Father as 
concerning the Fleſh Chriſt came, who is over all, God 
bleſſed for evermore. And that divine Word who was 
with God, (and ſo diſtinguiſh'd from the Father as 
to his Manner of Subſiſtence) and who was God, (and 
ſo was one with the Father in Effence) even this Word 
Was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us, John 1. 1, 14. 


Not his being the Son of God, in reſpect of his Eter- 
nal Emanation from the Father. His Perſonality ab- 
ſtractedly confider'd do's not formally include the di- 
wine Eſſence, but only the Manner of his — it, 


Viz. by a neceſſary Eternal Communication from 
the Father, in a manner to us incomprehenſible. So 
that his being the Son of God, and being God, are no 
more incompatible than a Thing and the Manner of 
it. 

Nor is his being Mediator inconſiſtent with his be- 
ing God. For this Office is altogether 4 voluntary 
Diſpenſation. Suppole a Father and Son to be joint- 
ly poſſeſt of the fame ſovereign Power, and to Reign 
together. Upon the Rebellion of their undutiful 
Subjects, may not the Son leave the Rights of his 
Sovereignty in his Father's Hands, and take upon 
him the Office of a Reconciling Mediator, without 
being diveſted of the Crown? This is ſome Illuſtra- 
tion of the Caſe before us, tho? it do's not fully reach 
it. He who is the Mediator is alſo God. He oo 
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God who purchaſed the Church with his own Blood, 


1 Acts 20. 28. And ſince it was the marvellous Con- 
bal deſcenſion and Love of the Son of God that brought 
him into this Relation of a Mediator, what can it be 
but moſt unreaſonable Ingratitude to turm this Fruit 
is of his unconceivable Pity into an Argument againſt 
. his eit)? 


Thus we ſee in what Reſpects our Lord Jeſus may 
be own'd to be Inferior to the Father, and that none 
of 'em are inconſiſtent with his being the ſame God 
by Nature. WG P 

I therefore proceed to ſhew _ | 

IT. That all the Paſſages of Scripture which the 
Author produces may be underſtood of our Bieſſed 
Saviour under ſome of theſe Conſiderations, and 
therefore do not diſprove his being Partaker of the 
ſame divine Nature with the Father. | 

The firſt Place he mentions is, My Feather is 
« greater than I, John 14. 18. ND Ml 
= An/w. If we ſuppoſe our Saviour to ſpeak this of 
= himſelf as Mſan, there is no Difficulty at all. And 
che Context favours this Interpretation, becauſe he 
peaks of his bodily Preſence with em, of his leav- 
ing 'em and going to the Father, and under this Limi- 
ration adds, My Father is greater than J. And that 
he do's not mean _—_ in the whole of what was 
Jin his Perſon, is evident, becauſe in ſome Senſe he 
was in Heaven aiready, (See Jobn 3. 13.) and cou'd 
not in that Senſe ſpeak of his going thither. 
But we may without any Prejudice to our Cauſe 
rant him much more, That our Saviour ſpeaks of 
W himſelf as Mediator, and in that Senſe aſſert, That 

the Father is greater than he. For tho' in reſpect of 
his divine Nature He and the Father are One; yet in 
this Relation of Mediator he was the Servant of the 
Father, and ſent by bim, Iſa. 42. 1. And indeed had 
our Bleſſed Saviour been no more than a Man, his 
Aſſertion, that the Father is greater than he, wou'd 
carry but a jejune Senſe with it. For who cou'd 
cver admit any Doubt about the Infinite and Eternal 
LJebovab being greater than any finite temporary Being? 

: Whereas 
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| Whereas if he ſpeak of himſelf as Mediator, the AG | 


„ down from Heaven not to do his own Will, but the © 
« Will of him that ſent him; Upon which he puts 


| 
| 
| 


into the World (i. e. was Incarnate) in a Poſture of ll 
SCubjection. | 4 
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that belong to him originally as God, as the Power i 
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ſertion was very proper and needſul. 

And this may alſo obviate what the Author next 
c“ objects from Jobn 5. 43. 6. = That our Saviour 
C came down in his Father's Name, That be cam 
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this Gloſs, That it was in a Poſture of Subjection 
« that he came down from Heaven to the Earth; ſo | 
6 that it ſbou'd ſeem that Nature that did præ-exiß 
« did not poſſeſs the ſupreme Will. 

Anſw. J am glad to find that the Author will al- 
low to our Bleſſed Saviour ſuch a pre-exiſtent Nature, 
but ſorry he ſpeaks ſo very doubtfully of it; leaſt, I 
ſuppoſe, he ſhou'd diſoblige his Socinian Friends. But 
as to his Objection, I freely him, That it was 
the Will of the Father which the Man Chrift 95 us 
came to fulfil And as Man, his Will was doubtleſs 
diſtin& from the Will of the Father, and entirely /ub- 
jelt thereto. Nay, tho' we ſhou'd underſtand theſe 
Expreſſions concerning that pre-exiſtent Eternal 
Mord that was Incarnatez it wou'd not hence fol- 
low, That the Eterna! Word had not the ſame ill 
alſo, but only that in this Oeconomy of Things, 
God the Father, who was firſt in order of Being, was 
conſider'd as the firſt Spring and Mover, by whoſe 
Appointment the Son came as Mediator, not to pur. 
ſue any particular Will of his own, which was not 
the Vill of the Father alſo. Nor is it inconſiſtent 
with the Son's being God, to ſay, that in the Qua- 
lity, or under the Character, of Mediator, he came i 
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Again, as to thoſe Paſſages wherein our Lord Jeſus 
owns his Dependance on the Father for thoſe Things 


of working Miracles, Raiſing the Dead, and executing 
univerſal Judgment, John 5. 19, 20, 26, 27. They 
either refer to his human Nature, or to his Office of 
Mediator, for the Diſcharge whereof we own his 
Authority to be delegated and deriv'd, And Loy ö 
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Words of our Lord lead us to this Expoſition, in 
which he tells us, That the Father has given him Au- 
thority to execute 8 alſo, becauſe he is the Son 
of Man, v. 27. Where he both intimates in what 
Nature he was to Execute Judgment, viz. as the 
Son of Man, and the very Reaſon of the Father's 
conferring that Honour upon him as Mediator, even 
becauſe be is the Son of Man, i. e. has condeſcended 
to be Incarnate, and take our Nature on him. 

But as to his ſaying, That of himſelf he con'd do 
nothing, John 5. 30. tis not incongruous to ſup- 
poſe that he deſignd thereby to aſſert his Union in 
Nature with the Father, as One Energy or Principle 
er becauſe when he uſes the ſame Expreſ- 
ion, v. 19. he adds, What Things ſoever the Father 
do's, the Son do's likewiſe; (which can never be true 
of a meer Created Being, unleſs we make it Omnipo- 
tent,) and that as the Father hath Life in himſelf, ſo 
he has (by an Eternal Communication) given tbe Son 
to have Life in himſelf, v. 26. i. e. the ſame Eſſential 
Life, which according to the Order of ſubſiſting is 
firſt in the Father. 

And it ſeems partly for this Reaſon, that the A- 
poſtle Paul calls the Father ſo often the God and Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; not only his God, as 
his human Nature was his orkmanſhip and Creature 
but his Father, becauſe the Godhead or Divine Na- 
ture is communicated by the Father to the Son, on 
which Account he was ſtiled in the ancient Creeds, 
Cod of God, Light of Light. 

In this Reſpect alſo the Head of Chriſt is God, 1 
Cor. 11. 3. Chriſt as Mediator and Redeemer is but 
2 Means for the Manifeſtation of the Eſſential Glory 
of God to the intellectual World. 

Nay, we do acknowledge his Dignity and Glory 
as Mediator (in which that Human Nature he aſſum'd 
fo eminently ſhares)" to be the Gift of God, and 

Fruit of the Father's infinite Complacency in his 
forward and chearful Obedience unto Death, even the 
Death of the Croſs. According to what he cites from 
the Apoſtle Paul, Phil. 2. 7, 8, 9. _ 
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So that in all theſe Places there is no Intimati6h | 
of any ſuch Subjection or Inferiority of the Son, as 
ſhou'd exclude him from being, in reſpe& of his 
Nature and Eſſence, the ſame God with the Father, | 
But the Author under this Head ſingles out one 
Text, which he tells us “ ig full of irrefiftible Evi. 
& gence for proving an Inferiority of the Son to his | 
« Father, or to God, viz. 1 Cor. 15. from 24 20 29. 
I ſhall therefore recite the Text, and premiſe what | 
may clear the genuine Senſe and Scope of it, and 
then examine the Inferences our Author draws from it. 
The Text runs thus, | 
Ver. 24. Then cometh the End, when he (1. e. Chriſt) 
fall have deliver d up the Kingdom to God, even the 
Father, when he ſhall have put down all Rule, and all 
Authority and Power. 
25. For he muſt reign till he hath put all Enemies 
. under his Feet. 
26. The laſt Enemy that ſhall be deſtroy'd is Death. 
27. For be hath put all things under his Feet. But 
when he ſaith, all things are put under him, it is ma- 
nifeſt that he is excepted who did put all things under him. 
28. And whenall things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then 
Hall the Son alſo himſelf be ſubſe to him that put all 
things under him, that God may be all in all. 3 
Now in order to the clearing the Senſe and Scope 
of this Text, I muſt premiſe, that there is a 7wofo/d 
Kingdom of Chriſt, his Eſſential and his Mediatory 
Kingdom. 1 
His E/ential (which ſome call his Natural) Ring- 
dom, belongs to him as he is the Eternal Word, by 
whom all Things were made, and without whom” not 
any Thing was made that was made, John 1. 3. For 
this Dominion is the unalienable Reſult of Creation, 
common to Father, Word, and Holy Spirit. Now of 
this Kingdom there ſhall be no End. His Throne 
(on this Account) is in the ſtricteſt Senſe, for ever 
and ever, Heb. 1. 8. Even that Throne which he poſ- 
ſeſſes as the Lord who in the Beginning laid the Foun- i 
dation of this Earth, and the Works of whoſe Hands 


the Heavens are. See Ver. 10. This Kingdom he 
| can 
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can never give up. He by whom the Worlds were 
made, will for ever be the abſolute Proprietor aud 
Lord of thoſe Worlds he gave Being to. a 
But beſides this, there · is a Mediator Kingdom of 


„cori, which was erected on the Occaſion of our 
vi. Adoſtaſ), and is the wonderful Expedient contriv'd 
bj, in the Divine Counſels for our Recovery and Sakva- 


tion. For after our Lord Jeſus had in our Nature 
made Atonement for Sin by becoming obedient to 
Death, even the Death of the Croſs; he was in that 
Nature highly exalted, had all Power and Authority 
in Heaven and Earth committed to him, was made 
Head of his Church, and Head over. all Things to it; 
nay, has Angels, Principalities and Powers ſubjected to 
him (a); ſo that the Adminiſtration of all Affairs is 
in his facred Hands. Now the Eſtabliſhment of this 
Kingdom we readily grant to be a free Act of God 
the Father, who is therefore ſaid to appoint it to him. 
In this Senſe God his God has anointed him, and 
made him both Lord and Chriſt (b). But this Kingdom 
is ſo far from being inconſiſtent with his true Deity, 


x chat without it the Human Nature were abſolutely 
en incapable of managing ſo univerſal and extenſive a 
a1] Dominion, which reaches both to this vi/fible, and 


to the ſuperior avis, World. (c) 

Nov if this Paflage of the Apoſtle muſt be un- 
Lerſtood of this Mediatory Kingdom, tis evident that 
his Inferiority to the Father in reſpect of this his Me- 
llator) Office and Kingdom, will no Way prove his 
being Inferior to him in reſpect of his Nature and EV 
Iential Perfeftions. So that we might diſmiſs the 
Author's Reaſonings, as not reaching the Matter 
in Diſpute. But ſince he lays fo great a Streſs on 
em, let us briefly conſider em. = 

| 1. 


* 


* 


— — 


() Phil. 2. 8, 9, Sr. Matth. 28. 18, Eph. 1. 21, 22. 

(5) Heb. 1. 9. Acts 2. 36. 

(c) Rev 1. 18. For Hades ſhould there be rendred the unſeen World, 
or ini/ivle State, equally including rhe Manſions of Glory, and the 
Place of Torment. ? 
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1. He obſerves, © That God is excepted out of thoſe 
« things that are put under the Feet of Chriſt, and that 
& becauſe it was he that put them under him. All 
this we freely grant. =_ 

But our Author here enquires, © How comes it 
& 7o paſs that tis ſo evident a thing that another muſs 
& be the Author of this Triumph of Chriſt? Why 
&. might it not be done by himſelf independently as the 
&« Supreme God, and then there need have been no Ex» 

4  ception of any one m_ out of all the things under 
« kim? But the Apoſtle knew that Feſus Chriſt muſt 
« needs triumph by a Power derived from God, to 
& whom it was moſt eminently to be aſcrib'd. And 
& then to one who had ſuch Thoughts, it was manifest 
& that there muſt be one excepted from all the things 
& under him, becauſe he muſt needs be above Chriſt, 
© who enables him to ſubdue all things, er makes him 
& a God over all. 

Anſw. We grant that the Father is the Author of 
this Dignity and Triumph of our Exalted Lord Je- 
ſus. And there is this evident Reaſon why the Eter- 
nal Word ſhou'd not confer this Dignity on the Ha- 

man Nature, to which it was united, but the Fa- 
ther only, becauſe in this Oeconomy the Father a» 
lone ſuſtains the Character of Supreme Lawgiver, 
the Son only that of Mediator. And as ſuch he was 
to act only by a Power derived from the Father, 
who in this reſpect is conſider'd as above him. But 
this does by no means prove that the Word or Son 
is not God by Eſſence. And for the Autbor's Phraſe 
of Chriſt's being made by the Father, God over all, we 
look upon it as both irrational, and wholly an/crip- 
tural. A Made Creator, or a Made Self-exiftent Be- 
ing, is a Contradiction in Philoſophy. And a Made 
God is a new Notion unknown to Scriptural Divinity, 
For a Made God is by Nature no God, and ſuch as 
are by Nature no Gods, we are neither oblig'd to 
_ nor ſerve, Gal. 4. 48. Of which more here- 
after. | 
The Author obſerves, (That the Son ſhall deliver 
6 up this Kingdom to Cod the Father only, ſince it ” 
| 6 7/8 
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« the Father who gave him all Power in Heaven and 


(„. Eartb, &c. 


j We grant it, that as this mediatory Kingdom was 
= the Gif of the Father, and was deſign'd only to be 
an Adminiſtration of a temporary Continuance, till 
te Reaſon of firſt erecting it ſhould ceaſe; fo when 
the great Ends of it are attain'd, when the Myſti- 
cal Body of Chriſt ſhall be compleated, all Enemies 


ſubdu'd, the World judg'd, and the Salvation of all 


given to our Bleed Lord by the Father fully con- 
A E then the Work of Chriſt as Mediator of 
Eeconciliation ſhall be finiſh'd. (As the Phyfician's 
Work in the Hoſpital is over when all his Patients 
are perfectly recover'd and cur'd.) And then the de- 
rived Power of Chriſt as Mediator will be return'd into 
the Father's Hands; tho' our Lord himſelf ſhall on 
the Account of it for ever inherit the Praiſes of his 
WW Ranſom'd People. But till all this makes nothin 
againſt his Divine Nature, as he is the Eternal Word. 

3. The Author farther obſerves from this Text, 
« That the Son himſelf ſhall be ſubject to him that puts 
« all things under him, i. e. (to God his Father); that 
“ God may be all in all, i: e. his Subjection ſhall be 
« then manifeſted by an open ſolemn Acknowledgment 
« of it, when he ſhall recognize the Supremacy of the 
« Father in that publick Af of Surrender, Kc: and 
„ hereupon he concludes, can any thing be more expreſ= 
“ ſive of an Inequality between God and Chriſt ? 

Anſw. We freely grant, that when the Mediatory 
Kingdom of Chriſt is. deliver'd up, that Human Nature 
in which he adminiſter'd it ſhall appear in the ſame 
State of Subjection to the Hather as Angels and glori- 
fied Saints do. So that as Chriſt was before All in 
All (in the Adminiſtration of all Affairs relating both 
to the Church, and the World, Col. 3. 11.) So now 
all things will revert to their natural Order. And 
Cod eſſentially conſider'd (as incluſive of Fatber, 
Son, and Holy Spirit) ſhall be All in All for ever; 
there being no need of ſuch a Mediator between God 
and his Saints, when they are raiſed to a State of 
ſinleſs Perfection. 1 
D But 
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But our Author being aware of this Anſwer has 
endeavour'd to obviate it. Accordingly he propoſes. 
it by Way of Objection to his Argument, 

cet will (faith he) be /aid by ſome, that by the Son 
c is meant here the Son of Man, or Chriſ as Man, 
e while as God be ſhall not be ſubject to the Father. 

To this he anſwers, That as there is no [ntima- 
cc tion of any ſuch Diſtinction between the two pre- 
« tended Natures of the Son here, ſo there. is enough 
« in the Words to ſhew, That they are ſpoken of him 
in bis higheſt Capacity and Character. Inſomuch 
« that Mr. Claude maintains it to be true of the Son 
& of God as to his ſuppoſed Divine Nature. But tho 
« there is no need of been ſuch a Divine Nature 
ce (which I think the Text plainly contradicts) yet his 
c Reaſons will hold ſo far as to prove, that the Words 
ce ſpeak of Chriſt under the higbeſt Character he bears 
& under the Name of Son. 

' Auſaw. If the Author had dealt fairly by Mr. Claude, 
he ſhou'd not only have repreſented his Expoſition 
of theſe Words, what he offers to ſhew, That 
that Subjection of the Eternal Son of God to the Fa- 


ther, which he allows, is conſiſtent with his Divi- 


 xity: And ſhou'd have then refuted his Expoſition, 
and not expected that we ſhou'd take it for 2 
on his bare Word, That the Text contradicts 


reſpect of the Order of Subſiſting and aer being 
then manifeſted. But ſince I prefer the other Ex- 


Poſition, I ſhall examine the Reaſons the Author ſub- 


joins to prove, that the Words muſt be underſtood 
of the Son in his higheſt Capacity and Character. 

_ His firſt Reaſon is, . Beeauſe tis not ſaid, the Son 
& of Man, but the Son abſolutely, even the Son him- 


& ſelf, with great Emphaſis, q. d. as great and glo- [ 


&« ious as he 1s with all his Grandeur and Power. 
An/w. The Son is the Name of the Peron of 
Chriſtz and tho” it be often apply'd to him with 
reference to his Divine Nature, yet tis ſometimes 
mani- 


hrift”s 0 
having ſuch a Divine Nature. Nor do I wave that 1 
Expoſition as indefenſible, ſince that Subjeftion may be 
underitood of the Sox's Inferiority to the Father in 


NN. . 


* 
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manifeſtly apply d with reſpect to his Human Nature. 
Tis ſo Joby F. 25, 27. And tho' he faith, that it 
undoubtedly implies all that comes under the Title 


of Son; 1 e , that it does not ſo 
always, and after wards particularly ſhew it does 
not, from Mark 13. 32. 


Nay, tho' the Apoſtle add the Son him/elf by Way 
of Emphaſis, yet this. will not prove that he includes 
his highe/# Character, but only refers to his Aing- 
dom and Power as. Mediator, which he had deſcrib'd 
before. Even this Son himſelf who ſball reign till be 
have put down all Authority and Power, ſhall then 
himſelf be ſubje@. | 
_ His ſecond Reaſon is, © That bis Subjection being 
ce oppes'd to his Reign, both. muſt be underſtood of the 
« /ame Subject. 25 [ure the delivering up the King- 
“dom can only be done by the ſame to which. it was 
« committed, and by which it was managed. Now 
« [ Hall allou that only in his human Nature Chriſt 
ce could give up his Kingdom, becauſe tis as Man de- 
ads, wy. and. inhabited by God that he manages this 
Kingdom. a | 9 
4 Anſw. To make this Argument cogent, the Au- 
thor muſt aſſert, that Chriſt's Reign as Mediator in- 
= cludes his highe/# Character. But this I deny: His 
Divine Nature is a bigher Capacity than his Office of 
A rant him, that the de 
And tho' we t him, that t livering up 
be Kingdom 9 be done by him to whe it 


= = is committed, and by whom tis many, yet We 


do not ſay, as the Author would feign for us, that 
= CÞri/f could give up bis Kingdom only as Man. For 
he will do it as Mediator. Tis not as meer Man, 
but as God Man, that he ſways and iges his 
Mediator) Kingdom, and ſhall geliver'#t up, tho" tis 
only in the Human Nature that he will be /ubjef. 
And therefore his Vindication of the Unitarians from 


: this Ground, who think our Lord Jeſus 4 ſufficient 


Saviour, tho' he be not the Supreme God, is it (elf 
8 Zr oundleſs, (As I ſhall __ Occaſion to ſhew when 
2 he 
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he ang and proſecutes this Argument at Page 
14. 
I ſhall only take Notice of what he adds at the 
Cloſe of this Reafon. | 
„ That the Delivering up the Kingdom to God the 
« Father makes it plain there is no God the Son, in 
« the ſame Senſe, or the ſame ſupreme Eſſence, with 
« the Father. Becauſe alert were, then he ought 
« not to be excluded from this Glory of having ſuch 
« open Homage paid to him, which is here appropriated 
« to the Father only. And ſince the Apoſtle ſpeaks of 
« the ſame God (whom he explains to be the Fa- 
ther) to the End of this Diſcourſe, and ſaith, he 
&« ſhall be all in all, how evidently does be ſhew him to be 
far beyond all that are not God the Father, whatever 
Character elſe they bear. So then Jeſus Chriſt in 
“ his higheſt Capacity is inferior to the Father, how 
& can he be the ſame God to which he is ſubjeft, or of 
& the ſame Rank and Degree? | 
Anſw. 'The whole of the Mediation of Chriſt be- 
ing a voluntary Diſpenſation; and the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, having different Parts aſcrib'd to 
em iff the great Affair of our Redemption and Sal- 
vation; tis no Abſurdity to ſuppoſe that each of 
'em may have a Glory accruing from thence that is 
culiarly his own. We are ſure the Bleſſed Redeemer 
as ſo, Rev. 5. 9, 10. And fo has the Father, Phil. 


2. 9, IO, I1. and in the Text before us. And yet 2 
no Inferiority of Chriſt to the Father can thence be 


inferr'd, but what relates to his Office of Mediator, 
which I have already ſhewn, imports no Inferiority 
in reſpect of Nature and Eſſential Perfeftions. So 
that the Delivering up the Kingdom peculiarly to the 
Father does not make it plain, there is no God the 
don in the ſame ſupreme Eſſence with the Father. 
And for Chriſt's Subjeftion, I have already ſuggeſted 
that it refers to his Human Nature. And our Au- 
thor barely aſſerts without Proof, that God's being 
All in All, is to be appropriated to the Father, to 
the Excluſion of the Bene Word and Holy Spirit. 
So that the Evidence our Author pretended to bring 
| us 
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us from this Text againſt our Saviour's Divinity is ſo 
fo far from being irreffable, that tis not ſo much as 
diſcernable. The Text evidently refers to Chriſt's Me- 
diatory Kingdom, in the Adminiſtration whereof we 
freely own he bears a Character Inferior to that of 
the Father, but without any, 51 8 in the com- 
mon Eſſential Properties of the Divine Nature. 

The Author under this Head, (viz. Of Chriſt's 
having a God above him) proceeds to give us (as he 
pretends) the Scriptural Account of the Godhead of 
the Bleſſed Jeſus, viz. © Becauſe he is inveſted with 
« a Cod. lite Authority and Power, from the ſupream God 
« his Father. Thus (faith he) when he was accuſed by the 
& captions Jews, for aſſuring the Character of the Son of 
& God (which they perverſiy vou d ſtretch, as if it imply'd 
« anEquality with God) Joh. o. 35, 36.He explains in 
« what Senſe only he juſtify'd it, viz. As one whom 
« the Father had ſanctiſied, i. e. called to a greater Of- 
“ fice, and honour'd with a higher Commiſſion than 
« thoſe Magiſtrates on whom the Scripture ſo freely 
& beſtows the Title of Gods, 

Anſw. That our Author has perverted the true 
Scope of this Place, will appear if we impartially 
conſider the whole Context. Our Lord Jeſus at v. 
28. argues the Security of his Sheep in his power- 
ful Hand, from which none cou'd por 'em; and adds, 
that bis Father was greater than all, and that none 
cou'd pluck 'em out of the Father's Hands, and then 
immediately ſubjoins, I and the Father are One, v. 30. 
Hereupon the Jews took up Stones to ſtone him as 
a Blaſphemer, becauſe that he being a Man made 
himſelf God. So that when he ſaid, I and the Father 
are One, they apprehended the Meaning of Chriſt to 
be that they were One in Nature. Now tis evident, 
that our Bleſſed Saviour do's not diſown this Senſe 
they put on his Words, which he both thou'd and 
might moſt caſily have done by pts, 'em, He did 


not mean One in Nature, but One in Deſign au Con- 


ſent; and indeed ought to have done for the Vindi- 
cation of the incommunicable Glory of God, had 
| D 3 he 
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he been only a Dignified Creature. On the contrary, 
our Saviour argues from the Leſſer to the Greater, 
that if Magiſtrates were called Gods, it cou'd be no 
Blaſphemy for him, whom the Father had ſanitified 
antl ſent into the World, to ſay, That he was the Son 
of God. But whom did he intend to repreſent him- 
f to be by this Character of the Son of God? This 
he clearly intimates in the two following Verſes, 
which our Author is pleaſed wholly to overlook, 
tho! 'tis manifeſt that they contain our Lord's Defence 
of the Expreſſion that firſt offended the Jews. To 
juſtifie his Character of the Son of Cod, he refers 
dem to his Yorks, which were the apparent Effects 
of a Divine Almighty Power. FI do not the Works 
of ty Father, believe me not. But if Ido, tho ye be» 
lir ve not me, believe the Works, that ye may know and 
believe that the Father is in me, and I in him, q. d. 
Since my Worts are the ſame as my Fatber's, this 
ſhould convince you of the Truth of what I ſaid, 
That [ and my Father are One, even One in Nature; 
ſuch Almighty Works being the genuine Productions 
of an Almighty Power that is both in the Father, 
and in Me. So that our Lord do's not lay the whole 
Streſs of his being the Son of God upon his being 
San#ify'd and Sent; thoſe Expreſſions only contain 
the Deſcription of his Perſon by his Office, but do 
not intimate the Foundation of his Title. For that 
our Lord evidently refers 'em to that truly. Divine 
and Almighty Power that diſplay'd it ſelf in his Works, 
But this the Author thought it not convenient for 
his purpoſe to take notice of, tho' he might eaſily 
foreſee it takes off the whole Force of his Argu- 
ment, and eſtabliſhes that very Account of the true 
Deity of Chriſt which we contend for. 
The Author argues next from Heb. 1. 8, 9. Men 
e he is there called Gad, 'tis explain'd in what Senſe, 
« or of what Sort of God. *Tis to be underſtood by 
ſaying, That his God (intimating that be had a God 
* over him) had anointed him wilt Oil, i. e. had in- 
veſted him wish. Royal Power and Dignity (as Kings 
« were inſtall'd in Office by anointing em with Oil a- 
1 „ © 01g 
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cc mo the ews). Which 15 an Explication his | 
2 Colhend 20 Daminion. And this is ſaid * a= 
= << bove his Fellows ; not ſure above the Father and Ho- 
== < y Spirit, (which only are pretended to be his Fellows 
( as God, by thoſe who underſtand it uf the ſupremt 
„ Godhead) but above all «ther ſubordinate Beings. 
And he concludes, . This is one plain Scripture Ac. 
(count of his being called God. For theſe Things are 
hoden to him, and of him, under the Charatter of 
God. © God th one, v. 8. And he adds, 
== 7 /bink Men ſbou'd be well afſur'd on what Grounds 
„they go, before they afſign other Reaſons of this Cha: 
= radtr, ſo different from the Scripture Account. 
Auſw. To clear this Paſſage, I muſt refer the Rea · 
er to what was premis'd at p. 7. That our Lord Je- 
%s a complex Subject, including (according to the 
common Faith of Chriſtians) the Eternal Word, the 
= Hm: Nature, and the Office of Mediator. And 
therefore very different things may be ſpoken of 
him in reference to his two different Natures, and 
co his Office as Mediator. | | 
Now the whole wg, of the Author's Argo: 
ment turns upon this, That whatever is here ſaid 
= throughout the whole 5 0 concerning our Ble/+ 
ea Saviour, is ſpoken of him in his higheſ# Capa» 
city and Character. And therefore that when the in- 
ſpired Writer at v. 8. calls our Saviour Cod, he do's 
at v. 9. aſſign the Reaſon of his Godhead, viz. be- 
= cauſe he was by God his God anointed with the Oil of 
Gladneſs above his Fellows. But theſe Suppoſitions on 
which our Autbor's Argument is founded I deny 
and need only have recourſe to the Context for the 
Refutation of. | 
The Inſpired Writer had at v. 2. deſcrib'd our 
1 Saviour as the Son, the Heir" of all Things, 
and the Maker of the Worlds, or Ages. (Even the 
lame Ages mention'd by the ſame Author, Heb. 11, 
3. where they are evidently to be underſtood of the 
Mord or Univerſe); and at v. 3. as the Brightneſs of 
the Fatber's Glory, and expreſs Image of his Perſon or 
Subſiſkence, and as 1 all things by the Word of 
his 


4 
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his Power. (And that theſe ©, "wg refer to hig 
ræ· exiſtent and truly Divine Nature, any judicious 
eader may be fully fatisfy'd that will conſult Dr. 
N bitby's ne on this Epiſtle; for I muſt at 


preſent attend to the Author's Argument). At the 


d of v. 3. he takes notice of Chriſt's Purging (or 
expiating) our Sins (which was perform'd yy his 
becoming in our Nature our Sin-Offering and Propi- i 
tiation) and of his Exaltation thereupon at the right 


Hand of the Majeſty on high (which imports the Dig- W 
nity he was advanc'd to as Mediator). So that 'tis 


evident, That the inſpir'd Writer ſpeaks of our Sa- 
viour ſometimes in reference to his Pre eigen Na- 
ture, ſometimes in reference to his Human, ſome- 
times in reference to his Office and Dignity as Medi- 
ator. But to deſcend to the Paſſage alledg'd, the in- 
ſpir'd Writer in the following Verſes * 05 {eve- 
ral Inſtances of his Pre-eminence and Superiority to 
the Angels (the higheſt Rank of created Beings). He 
mom it from the Title of Son, being given him in a 


igher Senſe than it was ever given to thoſe nobleſt i 


of Creatures, at v. 7. From the Homage and Wor- 
ſhip due to him from the Angels themſelves, at v. 6, 
7. From the peculiar Title of God aſcrib'd to him, 


and that on the Account of his Eſential Dominion 


and Kingdom, at v. 8. To the Son he ſaith 


Thy Throne, 


O God, is for ever and ever. Which Words cannot $ 4 
be true of Chriſt's Kingdom as Mediator, which ſhall. 
ceale, and be deliver'd up to the Father. But of his 


— Kingdom he ſpeaks at v. 9. where the 
Reaſon of it is aſſign'd, becauſe he loved Se e i 
and hated Iniquity, (i.e. becauſe our Lord Jeſus had in 
his humbled State perform'd a ſinleſs Obedience to 
the Divine Laws in our Nature.) Therefore God his 
God had anointed him with the Oil of Joy above bis 
Fellows i. e. had exalted him in that very Nature 
wherein he had perform'd that Obedience to a ſuper- 
eminent Degree of Glory and Joy above all his Fel. 
low-Creatures, above both Men and Angels. So 
that Cs being called his God refers only to his Hu- 
man Nature, to which the Foy /et before him, as the 
| x Reward 
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Reward of his Sufferings, did belong. (See Hebr. 
12. 2.) And therefore this Expreſſion do's not at all 
import any Superiority of the Father to the Son as 
to his Divine Nature. ys as to thoſe who ſuppoſe 
(which yet I ſee no Neceſſity or Occaſion for) that 
the Father is call'd his God in his higbeſt Capacity, yet 
even this wou'd infer no more than the Fatber's * 
ing above him in reſpect to the Order of Subſiftence 
between the Sacred Three, (on which Account the 
Son is call'd God of God in the ancient Greeds, as was 
obſerv'd before). But this wou'd argue no Inferio- 
rity of the Son to the Father in Point of Eſſence; and 
much leſs, That he was only call'd God onthe Account 
of his Office and Kingdom as Mediator, or on the Ac- 
count of his being a Dignify'd Creature. For that 
he was God in a much higher Senſe is manifeſt from 
the very following Words, at v. 10, 11, Sc. where 
the Work of Creation is aſcrib'd to him, which plain- 
ly ſets him above the Rank of Creatures, (as I ſhall 
anon more fully ſhew). | 
Since therefore the Author is miſtaken in what he 
2 to deliver as the Scripture- Account of the God- 
ead of the Bleſſed Jeſus, we may juſtly leave him to 
take his own Caution, (which he thinks himſelf qua- 
lify'd as Di&ator to give to the Chriſtian World), 
« That Men ſhou'd be well aſſured on what Grounds 
they go in this Matter. We go on noleſs Grounds + 
than the Scripture's giving him the moſt incommuni- 
cable Titles of Cod; applying manifold Paſſages of 
the Old Teftament to him that are evidently an 4 of 
the Supreme God, (particularly that from the 1024 P/al. 
apply'd to our Lord, Heb. 1. 10.) aſcribing trul 
ivine Perfectious aud Worſhip to him. (O which 
more afterwards). Our Author goes upon theſe two 
Paſages, which (as I have ſhewn)»do both (conſi- 
der'd in their reference to the Context) make a- 
gainſt him. | 
The Author concludes this Head by endeavouring 
to prepoſſeſs his Reader againſt the Argument for the 
rue Deity of Chriſt drawn from that noted Paſſage, 
Phil. 2. 6, &c. Of which he faith, 
&« 47; 
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& A, to that Plave, Phil. 2. 6. which is corruptly 


& render d in our Tranſſation, He thought it no Rob» 
« bery to be Equal with God, r ig confeft by 
4  ddver/uries themſebves, that it ſbou d be read thus, 
« viz. That be did not aſſume, or arrogate, or [pat 


« at, or cover, an Equality with God. The Words Wi. 


« pre never known to be us'd in any other Senſe, as is 
« \frwy by Dr. Tillotſon in his Sermons againſt the 
4“ Socimans: alſo by Dr. Whitby in his Expoſition 
* on the Place, and others. So that this ra- 
6& nber denies than aſſerts Chriſt's Equality to God, tho 
* fill be mas in the Form of God, as that nates the 
* purward Reſemblance of him in his mighty Pozer 
& and H/orks, &c. which is the conſtant Meaning of 
« Form in the New Teſtament. | 
Anſw. On this Paragraph of the Author's I have 
theſe three Reflections to make, which I am ſorry 
he has given me too juſt occaſion for. | 
1. That it looks like too great a Degree of 
Confidence to charge our Tranſlation as corrupt in 
this place. ; 55 | 
He knows well that the generality of Criticks a- 
gree with us in this Verſion of the Words. And 
tis apparent to all that underſtand the Greek Lan- 
guape, that @praypuo ſignifies Robbery, and nyadu 
to hin or Judge. And what tho' in Plutarch ang 


Heliedorus the Phraſe be us'd in a different Senſe . 


(which yet is 49 to the Primary Signifi- WF. 
$ 


cation of the W 
the Apoſtle Paul uſed em in that Senſe? Eſpeciall 
if we add that among all the Inftances out of thoſe 
Authors for this Senſe of the Phraſe, there is none 
that fully anſwers the Caſe before us. 'So that I 
fee no cogent Reaſon for our receding from the 
moſt obvious Senſe of the Words. And that plainly 
overturns the Author's Sentiments. But, | 
2. J can ſcarce look upon it any better than # 
diſingenuous Prevarication in our Author, to cite 
thoſe two Excellent Writers (the late Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury and Dr. Yhithy) as rejecting the com- 
mon Tranſlation of this Phraſe, without giving us 
. 4 


4 


themſelves) will it follow that WL, 
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fir and juſt account of their Expoſition of ir. For he 
nos well h that they give ſuch an Int 
ion of it, as y aſſerts the rue Deity of Chriſt witk 
ur own Tranſlation. So that they are far from givs 
a is Place to the Unitarians, as our Author's Wo 
ould inſinuate, to an unwary Reader. If with the 
: 2 rchbiſbop we Suppoſe the Form of God to be an 
Expreſſion parallel to thoſe two oppoſite ones, i 
„un of 4 Servant, and the Line of Men, the 
mer does as truly imply our Lord Jeſas to be 
= ker of 4a Divine Nature, as the latter implies 
in to be ee the Human. And /ac- 


Wording to this oliion, :thevipatie might very 
= cl! \ it — Inſtance of our Blelſed Favs · 
s admirable Humility, that he did not in his hum - 
led State affect an Equality with Cad, but rather 
WF cil'd his Divine Glory in the mean diſguiſe of our 
% Fleſh. 72 
LNay, if we ſhould take woppn to be meant of Qute 
ard Appearance or Reſemblance (as our Authar 
ou'd underſtand it) He knows that Dr. #biby 
as 2 to that Senſe of the Word) given 
ns this clear Expoſition of the Place, viz. That aur 
Lord Jeſus as the Eternal Mord, did appear under 
hc 01d Teſtament with all the External Marks of 
vine Majeſty and Glory z but that at his ſncarnas 
on he did not affect to appear in this Likeneſs of Ga 
ut emptied himſelf, (i. e. diveſted himſelf of all this 
ternal Glory) and root on him the Form or Appean 
are of a Servant, (i. e. of one that came to minefter, 
1 not to be miniſtred unto, as our Lord himſelf ſeems 
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1c explain the Notion of a Servant, Matt. 20.28.) 
nc ng (for that ſe) made in the Liteneſi of Men. 
Iccordingly the fore - mention'd Expoſitor, to con- 
de irm this Interpretation, ſhews, 1. That the 

e or Likene/s of God ander the Old Teftament was 


I epreſented in a bright ſhining Cloud, or Light, or in @ 
ame of Fire, and in the Attendance of Angels. See 


te 1 Dan. 8. 9, 10. Exod. 24. 16, 17. Deut. F. 22, 24 
p. z. 3, 4, Cc. 2. That Chriſt as the Eternal Wor. 
n- 


: lid appear in this Likeneſs 4 Molex and the Polar 
7 0 
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of old. This (he tells us) was the Opinion both of WF: 
the Ancient Jes and of the Primitive Chriſtians ; i, 
and is clearly vr orep in the ay ry (as may 
appear particular compari umb. 21. 5, 6. 
5 I Cor. 10. 99 Where hat Febova wha 6 
Iſraelites are ſuid to ſpeak againſt and tempt, is by the 
Apoſtle Paul affirm'd to have been Chriſt. See alſo i 
Heb. 11. 26. 3. That after his Aſcenſion our Bleſſed FE 
Saviour did re-aſſume this Divine Form, this Maje- 
Rick Splendor and Glory. See Acts 7. 75. Adds 26. 13. 
Rev. 1. 14, 16. 2 Theſ. 1. 7, 8. BY 
Now this Expoſition does evidently imply, That 
our Bleſſed Saviour had a Pre-exiſftent Nature before 
he aſſum'd the Human, and that the Pre-exiftent 
Nature was Divine, both becauſe that External Glory, | 1 
and that attendance of Angels, was always reckon'd J 
the peculiar Mark of the Divine Preſence; and be- 
cauſe He that thus appear'd under the Old Teftament, i 
is not only frequently ſtil'd Fehovah, but does every 
where lay claim to Divine Perfeions and Homage. 
So that tho' we ſhou'd read the Words, who be. 
tg (before) in the external Appearance of God, did 
not affect a Likeneſs to God, &c. they do by no means il 
8 either the Arrian or Socinian Canſe, but clear. 
y overthrow it. | K 
3. I ſhall only add, That the Author has offer'd an 
Expoſition of this Paſſage (borrow'd from the So. 
nian Writers) that is no way agrecable to the Text 
or Context. | = /: 
By the Form of God he underſtands the Outwari 
Reſemblance of Chrift to God in his mighty Power and 
Works : And fo makes it an = ＋ of Chriſt's 
Humility, that tho' he appear'd lite God in his mira- 
culous Works, yet he did not pretend to an Equality 
with him. ” WY 4 
Now this Expoſition is liable to theſe following 
Objeftions. _ 
1. That this Power of Working Miracles is no 


ma 3 6.1 — 
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where in Scripture call'd the Form of God. Nay, 
according to this Expoſition Moſes and ſeveral Pro- 
phets under the Old Teſtament, and the Apoſtles 4 | 
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er the New, might as truly be ſaid to be in the 


| 4 orm of God as our Bleſſed Saviour, ſince they wrought 
3 Miracles as well as He. | 3 
y WF 2. Whatever be meant. by the Form of Cod, tis 
6. ident, chat our Lord Jeſus in his humbled State 
he ry d or diveſted himſelf of it, and in Oppoſition 
he = hcreto, took on him the Form of a Servant. But 
„ never in his humbled State diveſted himſelf of the 
ed oer of Working Miracles, but exerted it not only 


hrough the whole Courſe of his Life, but even at 


3. Mis Appreben/ion (a); nay, when dying on the Croſs. 

or — — the Sun . derkned, the Veil o 255 
at 7 -mple rent in twain, the Earth guat d, and the Rocks 
re rere rent, and the Graves open d, and many Bodies of 
nl ve Saints which flept aroſe. See Matt. 27. 4s, f1, 
') 5:2. Inſomuch as theſe Effects of his Divine Power 
wa forc'd that Confeſſion from the Centurion and thoſe 
De- 


with him, Truly this was the Son of God, v. 54. 


155 3. The Text plainly intimates, That Chriſt was 
in the Form of God before he took on him the Form 
/ a Servant, and was made in the Likeneſs of Men. 
be- Wpereas he appear'd in the Likeneſs of Men, and 
did convers'd among Men, many Years before he ever 
ans g exerted his Power of Working Miracles. So that the 
ar- 8 Apoſtle ſhou'd have rather ſaid according to this 

= Expoſition, That Chriſt having firſt taten on him 
an he Form of a Servant, and being made in the Likeneſs 
lr I 8 of Men, did afterwards appear in the Form or Likeneſs 
em e, God, and yet did not ſnatch at, or arrogate to him- 

%%% an Equality to him. And whereas to avoid this 
Argument, the Socinians pretend, that by his ta- 
nd == king on him the Form of a Servant, is to be under- 
ts ſtood his ſuffering the Puniſhments and Death of a 
10-88 Slave; the Vanity of that Evaſion appears, both 
n becauſe /uffering Puniſhment is in no tolerable Senſe 


che Form of a Servant, but of a Criminal. For a 
ing ; Man may ſuffer it without being a Servant at all: 
And becauſe Chriſt's taking on * the Form of a 


al r 


(a) John 18. 6. Luke aa, 81. 1 
Serdant 


—_— — 
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Servant-is corhoin'd with his being made in the Likes Wi, 
ae/s of Men; and (to add no more) becauſe Chrift's r 
ſuffering the common Death of Slaves is added by the WK: 
£nd/tle as a further degree of his Humiliation, after be Wc, 


_ was found in the faſhion or habit of 4 Man, at v. 8. 


obedient unto Death, even the Death of the Croſs. 
This is evidently 
miliation from that of his taking on him the Form of a 
Servant, and being made in the Likeneſs of Men. 

be Ergo r ly weakens the force of 
a ition greatly weakens t rce o 
the Hafen Argument for Lowlinefs of Mind, from 


the Exarple of Chrif's Marvellous Humility and 


Cendeſcenſtun. 
The Apoſtle, according to the Author, makes it an 
Argument of Extraordinary Humility in our Bleſſed 
Saviour, that when he was lie God in working Mi. 
racks, yet he did not arrogate to himſelf an Equa- 
lit. with God. But where is the Humility, that a 
meer Man, (who according to him cou'd work no 
| Miracle by any Power of his own) ſboud not affect 
an Equality 10 bis Eternal and Almighty Maker, be- 
tween whom and him there is an Infinite diftance and 
diſproportion ? Is not this as if we ſhou'd commend 
the Humility of the Lord Mayor of Dublin, becauſe 


he never aſpir d to the Imperia! Crown of theſe three 


Kingdoms ? Is it fo rare an Inſtance of Lowline/5 4 
pos —_ _ ſhou'd 1 m_ higheſt 
cc e of ſtupid Blaſphemy? Let us a 
ths ts the Apofiles, Our Lord foretold em, Shand 
ſuou d do greater Works than his, John 14. 12. So 
that according to our Authors Expoſition, They were 
as truly in the Form of God as our Saviour himfelf, 
(if that muſt be underſtood of the Power of Morting 
Miracles). Nay, if Chriſt be only a Creature, they 
no more derive that Power from him than he from 
then, but. both from the Father. Now what ſhou'd 
we think of the Apoſtle Paul, who himſelf ſhar'd in 
this Power, if he had propos'd this as a marvellous 
Inſtance of his own and — Humility, that 


awe | when 


Aud being found in faſhion as a Man, he became 
a diſtinct Step or Degree of his Hu- 
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oben the Lycaunians cry'd out, The Gods are come 


2 un to us in the Lilenaſi of Men, and accordingly 

4. aually offcr'd to pay em Divine W they re- 

| 75 asd it, and did not pretend to an Equality with C 

bond we think this any ſuch extraordinary Inſtance 
f Lowlineſs of Mind? Is there any great need ot, 

1 propoling ſuch an Example to our Imitation, When 
8 no 


an in his Wits ſeems capable of ſuch mon- 
ſtrous AIRS, 4 ut Exped rd 
But now according to the tion giwen 
pf the Words, 2 — drawn from the EX 
ample of our Lord is moſt cogent and ſtr vi. 
hat he the Eternal Mord, who had always 
BS ppcar'd with the Marks of Divine Majeſty and Glory, 
did not now affect ſuch a Likeneſs to God, but fript 
himſelf (of all that Glory) to take on him the (con- 
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n temptible) Form of à Servant, and to be made in the 
9 = Likene/s of Men. This is an Inſtance both of moſt. 
»actoniſhing Caudeſcenſian and Humility, and of a truly 


Divine OW 3. that Ly Lord of "_ ſhou'd fre 
= /akes ſtoop /o low, and a in /o mean 4 diſguiſe. 
= is 2 an morals Ins of it as may at 
once command our higheſs Wonder, and our moſt 
= zealous Imitation. | | 
= Upon the whole it a „that whether way we 
= tranſlate thoſe Words | He thought it no Robbery. to 
be Equal with God } or | He affefted not a Likeneſs to 
cad] the Text ſtands as a firm unſhaken Proof of 
= the True Deity of our Bleſſed Saviour. 
Having vindicated this Argument from the Di- 
vie Titles given to our Bleſſed Savioxr, from the. 
wy 4thor's Objections, I might here inforce it from 
the other Head of Divine Worſbip; but that Argu- 
ment will appear with better Advantage, when we 
have conſider'd, that the peculiar Perfectiaus and 
Works of God (the true Foundation of Divine Wor- 
foi are aſcrib'd to him. 
come therefore to the 

Second Argument for the Deity of Chrif, from 
the Incommunicable Attributes and Works of God that 
are in the Holy Scriptures aſcrib'd to him, „ 
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I join both theſe together, becauſe the Incom- 
municable Forks of God plainly demonſtrate ſuch Di- 
vine oh” mn to belong to' him by whom they are 
orm'd. | | 

As to theſe Divine Perfections or Attributes the 
Author tells us, That our Blefſed Lord Jeſus diſ- 
« claims thoſe infinite Perfections that belong only to 
ce the Supreme God of Gods. And adds, *'Tis moſt cer- 
& tain, that if he want one, or any of theſe Per- 
c feftions that are eſſential to the Deity, He is not 
& God in the chief Senſe ; and if we find him diſ- 
« claiming the one, he cannot challenge the other, &c. 
Anſw. We willingly put the Controverſie on this 
iſſue, and freely grant that he cannot be the Supreme 
: God, to whom the infinite Perfections eſſential to the 
Deity do not belong. Tho' as to what the Author 
ſuggeſts, That if he want any one of em, he is not 
the Supreme God ; we may with equal Reaſon infer 
on the other hand, that if it be proved he has any 
one infinite Perfection that belongs to the Deity, it 
will prove his being the Supreme God. For all Di- 
vine Perfections as they are infinite, are alike incom- 

municable to any other Being. F | 
The Author fixes on thoſe three Perfections of 
Abſolute Omnipotence, Abſolute Goodneſs, and Abſolute 

1 Omniſcience. | 

; I obſerve, that he has omitted that Perfection of 
Eternity that firſt offers it ſelf to one's View and 
Conſideration. Tis probable he was willing to a- 
void that Controverſie between thoſe Unitarians that 
eſpouſe the Arrian, and thoſe that follow the Soci- 
nian Scheme about our Saviour's Præ-exiſtence. For 
J imagine the Author himſelf thinks the Socinian 
„ Doctrine in this Point indefenſible, and therefore 
ſeems to allow of a Pre-exiſtent Nature in our 
Bleſſed Lord, at p. 2. And he is not the only Wri- 
ter among the late Unitarians that allows (what 
they call) an ante-mundane Exiſtence of our Bleſſed Sa. 
viour. But ſince he has offer'd nothing to implead 
6 his Eternity, I ſhall refer the Reader to the Argu- 
2 ments alledg'd for it by thoſe that have wrote 2 
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this Controverſie, and ſhall only add, that the P/a/- 
miſt knew of no other Bein that exiſted before the 
World but God, when he thus deſcribes his Ezernity, 
Before the Mountains were brought forth, or ever thou 
hadſt formed the Earth, thou art from everlaſting to 
everlaſting God, Pſal. 90.2. 

T ſhall therefore confine my ſelf to theſe three Per- 
fections, which the Author pretends that our Lord 
Feſus diſclaims. I begin, | 

I. With that of ab/olute and wunderiv'd Omnipo- 
tence; which (as the Author tells us) “ is one great 
« and peculiar Perfection of the Deity. He who can- 


1107 work all Miracles, and do what he lift of him- 


« ſelf, without help from another, can never be the 
“ Supreme God, QC. 3 

Nov in treating on this branch of the Argument, 
I ſhall 

Firſt Prove, That the Scriptures do aſcribe ſuch 
abſolute Omnipotence to our Bleſſed Lord; and, Se- 
condly, Examine what the Author has alledg'd to 
ſhew, that our Bleſſed Saviour diſclaims it. 

Firſt, I ſhall Prove, That the Scriptures do aſcribe 
this ab/olute Omnipotence to our Lord Jeſus, or do 
attribute that Almighty Power to him that is the in- 
co mmunicable Perfection of the Deity. 

And becauſe the Power of Cauſes does beſt ap car 
by the Greatne/5 of their Effect, I ſhall chiefly inſiſt on 
this one Argument(among many others which theScrip- 
tures ſuggeſt) which I take to be both clear and con- 
cluſive in this matter, I mean that drawn from the 
Creation of the World. And to make it good, I ſhall, 

I. Prove, That the Holy Scriptures do aſcribe to our 
Bleſſed Lord the Creation of the World, in the uſual 
Senſe, i. e. The Giving Being to all the ſeveral 
Creatures contain'd in it. | 

II. That his Creation of the World argues the Al- 
mighty Power of him that made it; and conſequently 
1s (according to our Author's Conceſſion) a ſold 
Proof of his true Deity. 

Under the former of theſe Heads I have the So- 
c:man Unitarians, under the latter the. Arrian ones, 
to oppoſe. E 1. 1 
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1. I come to ſhew, That the Holy Scriptures do 
aſcribe to our Bleſſed Lord the Creation of the World, 
in the common Senſe of the Words, . e. That he 

gave Being to all the ſeveral Creatures contained in 
it | 


Let us, to clear this matter, take a groſs view of 
thoſe Paſſages that aſſert this, and then more nar- 
rowly examine the force of *cm. 
| Moſes begins his Hiſtory of the Creation with 

theſe Words, In the beginning God made the Heavens 
and the Earth, Gen. 1. 1. 

St. John begins his Goſpel with theſe parallel ones, 
In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God. The ſame was in 
the beginning with God. All things were made by 
Him, and without him was nothing made that was 
made. And again at v. 10. The World was made by 
him. | 

And that St. John by all things that were made by 
him, intends all things in Heaven ang Earth, men- 
tion'd in the Moſaic account of the Creation, is 
evident if we will allow his Sentiments to have been 
the ſame with St. Paul's, who tells us, That by him 
all things were Created that are in Heaven, and-that 
are in Earth, Col. 1. 16. And becauſe Angels are 
not mention'd in the Moſaic Account of the Crea- 
tion, leaſt any ſhou'd think them excluded (as ſome 
actually did, and even aſcrib'd the Moſaic Creation 
to 'em) the Apoſtle adds all things Viſible and Invi- 
ſible, whether they be Thrones, or Dominions, or Prin- 
cipalities, or Powers, all things were created by bin 
and for him. And he is before all things, and by him 
all things conſiſt. And the ſame inſpired Writer (if 
we ſuppoſe St. Paul the Author of the Epiſtle to 
the Hebrews) tells us, That by him (viz. bis Son) 
God made the Worlds, even >: 4 Worlds which, as 
he tells us in the ſame Epiſtle, we underſtand by 
Faith that they were framed by the Mord of God. 
Compare Zeb. 1. 2. with c. 11.3. And to put it, 4s 
far as Words can do, beyond any reaſonable Diſpute, 
the ſame inſpired Mriter at v. 10, 11, 12. of the firſt 


Chap- 
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Chapter applies to our Bleſſed Saviour theſe rc- 
— Wok of the P/almiff which fo manifeſt- 
ly refer to the firſt Creation, Thou Lord in the be- 
ginning haſt laid the Foundation of the Earth, and the 
Heavens are the Work of thy Hands; they fhall periſh, 
but thou remaineſt, and they all ſhall wax old as a Gar- 
ment, and tis a Veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and 
they ſhall be changed; but thou art the ſame, aud thy 
Years fail not. 

Now it is manifeſt, That we are ſo far from 
offering the leaſt Violence to theſe Paſſages, that 
we underitand *em according to the plain obvious 
Senſe of the Words, and their current Uſe and 
Signification thro? the Scriptures, from which none 
ought to recede in expounding em, without cogent 
Neceſſity. They clearly and fully deliver our Opi- 
nion, and we have no occaſion to ſtrain 'em to re- 
concile 'em with our Sentiments concerning our 
Bleſſed Lord. | | "Bo 

But we cannot fay ſo concerning our Adverſaries 
in this point, the Socinian Unitarians, who are re- 
duc'd to hard ſhifts to reconcile theſe Paſſages that 
= aſcribe the Creation of all things in Heaven and Earth 
o our Lord Feſws, to their Opinion of him, That he 
Lad no Exiſtence at all till about 4000 Tears after the 
making of the World. 

I muſt therefore - conſider what they have als 
ledg'd to avoid the force of theſe Texts. 

nd I find em chiefly inſiſting on the two fol- 
lowing Evaſions. | 

I. yy do as to all the fore-mention'd Texts 
(except that Hes. f. 10, Cc.) alledge, chat they 
are not to be underſtood of the Creation of this ma- 
terial Worid, but only of that Reformation of Man- 
kind, of that happy change of the Moral State and Con- 
dition of the World, which they tell us the Scriptures 
often expreſs under the Notion of a New Creation, 
and the making New Heavens and New Earth. 

Now againſt this way of Expounding theſe fore- 
— Paſſages, I have theſe following Arguments to 
Er. 4 | x 
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I. It has been often objected to em, That bis 
Expoſition is wholly new. All Chriſtian Writers for 
1500 Years agrecing (the Arrians themſelves not 
excepted) to underitand theſe Paſſages as we do of 
the Firſt Creation. So that if 396 grocery Conſent 
of the Chriſtian Church in expounding theſe Texts 
be of any Weight, this Argument from Authority is 
full againſt 'em. But becauſe this Argument ſeems 
to weigh but little with any of our late Unitarians, 
who on all Occaſions treat the Chriſtian Church with 
the utmoſt Contempt, I ſhall inſiſt on ſuch as are 
drawn from the Paſſages themſelves : ' 
Therefore, 

IT. Tis a juſt Prejudice againſt this Expoſition, 
that it puts a very unuſual and forced Senſe upon 
5 and clear Expreſſions without any cogent Ne- 
ceſſity. 

To make this good, I ſhall preſent to the Reader 
te fore-cited Paſſages, with the Paraphraſe of our 
late Unitarians upon em. | 
For that John 1. 1, 2, 3, 10.1 find it thus expoun- 
ded in the 3d Collection 1 Unitarian Tracts. Tract 1. 
2 9. “In the Beginning of the Goſpel was the Word, 
&« that is, The Lord Chriſt, who being the Bringer or 
1 Meſſenger of God's Will or Word, is therefore call d 
&« the Word, as in this very Chapter be is calbd Life 
% and Light, becauſe he brought to Men the Golpel 
Light, and the Means of Life Eternal. And the 
Word was with God, 1. e. the Lord Chrift was ta- 
« ken up into Heaven to be inſtructed in all Points re- 
« lating to his Embaſſage or Miniſtry. And the Word 
& was God. In Greek tis, was a God. That is, Ut 
« pleaſed God to communicate to the Lord Chriſt, whois 
« the Mediator or Bringer of the New Teſtament, that 
Name above every Name, even the Name or Appel. 


lation of God; as he had formerly done to Moſes the } 


« Mediator of the Old Teſtament , and to divers others, 
« Exod. 7. 1. Pſal. 45. 6, 11. and Pſal. 82.6. John 
« x0. 34, 35. I Sam. 28. 11, 12, 13, 14. By him 
were all things made, 7hat is, All things relating is 


« the New- Creation were made (or were effected) iy 


« Him. 
© 
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« im. The World was made by him, in the Greek, | - 
« was modell'd by him, i. e. ie reduc d all 
« things to a new and better Eſtate ; by his aboliſbing 
« Paganiſm and Judaiſin, and introducing the Goſpel 
&« Oeconomy and State. Ka nets 4 ba 

For Col. 1. 16, Cc. I find it thus paraphras'd, 
1% Collect. of Unitarian Trafts. Traft,12th, p. 16, 

« Chrift is the Lord of every Creature; for hy him 
&« are all, both viſible and inviſible Creatures, even all 
= << Men and Angels, modell'd and diſpos'd into a new - 
= < Order, being ſubjected to him and his Commands. As 
= © for Angels; all the Orders of em, whether they be 
&© Thrones or Dominions, none of em are exempted 
« from his Power and Authority. He rules over'em, 
« (Which is the Meaning of v. 17.) And they are all 
« as it were compatted into one Body under his Conduct. 
« As for Men, as be is the Beginning and Firſt-born 
« from the Dead, ſo he was alſo made Head of his 
« Church his Body. So that in all things he has the 
% Pre-eminence He rules in Heaven and Earth over 
« Angels, and over the Church, "which is the Senſe of 
«v.18; „ bi % ik 

For that Text, Heb.1. 2. By whom alſo he made the 
Worlds, they underſtand by Worlds, the Goſpel Ages 
or Times. | 

For Heb. 1. 10, 11, Cc. they generally aſſert that 
'tis not apply'd to Chrift at all, or at moſt only one 
\ Clauſe in the Text, about the material World's 
periſhing and being chang d. 

As to all theſe Expoſitions, I may juſtly appeal to the 
common Senſe of every Chriſtian Reader, whether 
= do not at firſt View appear ftrain'd and ford, 
and many of em far fetch'd. Tis manifeſt that the 
Words in their moſt obvious Senſe are to be under- 
ſtood of the Firſt Creation. Now this the Socinian 
Uzitarians ſuppoſe to be a very dangerous Error. 
And yet 'tis evident that the inſpired Writers might 
have caſily prevented this Error which their Expreſ- 
ſions ſo naturally lead us to, by ſaying, All things 
were made new by Chriſt, All rhings were created 5 
him anew in Heaven and Earth. Or were new-modell'd 

E 3 on 


54 A Vinvreartion of the 
by him. That by him God made the New-4ge and 
Diſpenſation of the Goſpel, And tis evident, That 


where the inſpired Writers do | of the Change 


made in the Hearts of Men by Regeneration, in Allu- 
ſion to the Work of Creation, they do uſe ſuch cau- 
tious Expreſſions as theſe, which plainly point us 
to this Metaphorical Senſe. Whereas according to 
them, the inſpired Writers, in the Paſſages under 
our Conſideration, have needleſly affected to ſpeak 
in ambiguous Language, ſo very liable to be miſun- 
derſtood, that without an barih and forced 1 
ſition, it muſt needs miſ-lead and pervert the Judg- 
ment of their Readers in a. Matter of the higheſt 
Conſequence. And none can well ſuppoſe this of 
'em, that believes they wrote by Divine Infpira- 


L10N. | 

It had been objected to em by the late Archbiſbop 
of Canterbury, That a Manmight with the ſame Dex- 
terity of Wit and Fancy pervert the Words of Mo- 
ſes. that ſpeak of the Firſt Creation, and interpret em 
of the Moral Change made in the Warld by the Moſaic 
Diſpenſation, as they do the Words of St. John in 
the Beginning of his Goſpel, And 'tis obſervable 
what our late Unitarians reply to it. Tis this, That 
F© if it had been ſaid in Geneſis, In the Beginning 
&« Moſes created the Heavens and the Earth, Cc. 
« they wou'd have thought themſelves oblig'd to inter- 
« pret that Chapter of the Moral Change made in the 
&« World by the Moſaic Diſpenſation. Anil they think 
& themſelves equally oblig'd to interpret the Beginning 
& of St. John's Goſpel this way, becauſe they find the 
c Evangelift ſpeaking of the Lord Chriſt, who is cou- 
ce feſſed to have been a Man, and yet ſaith of him, 
« All things were made by him. Aud again, The 


& Worid was made by him. Herenpon the Socinians 
« think it wild Extravagance to imagine mare Gods 


«& or New-Creators, Cc. See zd Collect. Tract. I. 
cc | | 
& 9. 47. | 
Anſav. Can any thing be a more notorious begging 
the Queſtion than this? They are ask'd, Why 1 
not interpret the 1} of Geneſs, as they do the firſt of 
25 £7] St. 
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St. John? The Sum of the Anſwer is, becauſe in Ge- 
neſis the Creation there mention d is aſcrib'd to God, and 
not to Moſes, whereas in- St. John 'tis aſcribed to one 
confeſſed to be a Man. ls it ſo? Is it evident that the 
Evangeliſt by the Ford that was with God, and was 
God, that was the Light that ligbteth every Man that 
comes into the World, &c. underſtands only a Man? 
Do not his Wonds rather in their moſt obvious 
= Scnſe deſcribe a higher Being? Do's he not expreſly 

call him God? Does he not tell us afterwards at v. 
14 that this Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among 
W 5, &c. and thereby plainly diſtinguiſh the Word from 
chat frail and mortal Human Nature he aſſum'd in 
order to his Converſe with the Sons of Men? So 
that there is nothing here that ſhou'd force 'em to put 
chis unuſual and harſh Conſtruction upon the plain 
Words of the Evangeliſt, but a violent Paſſion for 
Wt hcir pre- conceiv'd Opinion, That Jeſus Chriſt is only 
Man, and that he is only call'd the Word becauſe 
he was the Bringer of the Will and Word of God, in 
which Senſe every Prophet might aſſume the ſame 
Title and Character to fimſelf which the Scriptures 
elſewhere appropriate to the Son of God as his Pe- 
auliar and moſt TNuftrious Character, and ſpeak of it 
A Name that none knew but he himſelf, Rev. 19. 
2, 13. But I muſt add, | 

III. Their Expoſition is inconſiſtent with the ge- 
uine Senſe of thele Paſſages of Scripture. 

To clear this I ſhall make a few Remarks upon 
heir Expoſition of each of theſe Paſſages. - 
As to the Expoſition they give of John 1. 1, 2, 3, 
io. (mention'd p. gz.) I might take notice, how 
tſtrange a Conſtruction they give of thoſe Words, 
vas with God, when they expound 'em of Christ's 
eing taken up into Heaven to be inſtrukted in his Em- 
_-7/age and Miniſtry. For they are forc'd for the 
yerverting 'em to invent a Matter of Fact, which 
gere is no Footſtep of in the whole Hiſtory of our 
WI >aviour's Life; tho? had it been true, it was of the 
greateſt Importance, and a particular Relation of it 
highly needful to confirm our Belief of his Drvine 

E 4 Miſſion. 
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Miſſion. I might alſo obſerve, That that Author 
ſuppoſes the Name or Appellation of God here given 
to Chriſt to be the Name above every Name (menti- 
on'd by the Apoſtle, Phil. 2. 9, 10.) and yet makes 
that Name to be common to him with Moſes, and Solo- 
mon, with Angels and Magiſtrates, which looks very 
like a Contradiction. And he moſt untruly inſinu- 
ates that Moſes is call'd a God, as he was Mediator of 
the Old Teflament. Whereas he is only call'd a God 
to Pharaoh, Exod. 7. 1. But againfl his Expoſition, 
That all things being made by Chriſt, means only, All 
things relating to the New Creation were made or ef- 
fected by him: And that the World's being made by 
Vim, imports only, Its being modeld and reduc'd 
to 4 better State, &c. I have theſe three Things to 
offer. W's 
1. *Tis falſe in Matter of Fact, That all things re- 
lating to the New-Creation were done by him. 
All the Predictions of the Old Teſtament, the whole 
of John the Baptiſt's Miniſtry, all the Labours of the 
Apoſtles in propagating the Goſpel; nay, our Lord's 
own miraculous Conception, Reſurrection, &c. re- 
late to the New-Greation, and yet can in no tole- 
rable Senſe be ſaid to be done or effefted by the Man 
Chriſt Teſus. | 5 
2. That World was made by him in which he was. 
He was in the World, and the World was made by him. 
But he was in this material World, and therefore the 
Creation of that is aſcrib'd to him. 
3. That the Evangeliſt ſpeaks not of his mak- 
ing the Spiritual Morld, appears by the following 
Words, The Horld was made by him, and the World 
knew him not. Even that World that was made by 
him knew him not. Which cannot be true of the 
Spiritual Forld, i. e. of that part of Mankind whom 
our Saviour has made New-Creatures, and has re- 
form'd ; for thoſe knew and readily own'd him. To 
avoid this, they are forc'd to ſuppoſe that the Evan- 
geliſt, in the Compaſs of one Verſe, uſes the Worli 
in three different Senſes, and two of 'em directly 
»Ppofite to one another. For when the Evanget 
: | a | | {ait „ 
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faith, Chriſt was in the World, they underſtand it of 
this material World. When he adds, The World was 
made by him, they underſtand it of that part of Man- 
kind that embrac'd the Goſpel, and were reform'd by it. 
When he adds, that the World knew bim not, they 
underſtand it of that part of Mankind that continued 
Infidel and Unreform'd. But who can ever think 
that an inſpir'd Writer wou'd uſe ſuch ſtrange Am- 
biguity as this in a plain and fimple Narrative? Eſpe- 
cially when ſuch ambiguous on I 265 were in 1o- 
great Danger of 28 miſunderitood, and have actu- 
ally led the whole Chriſtian Church to believe that 
the Evangeliſt aſſerted Chriſt to be the Maker of 
the World, which our Adverſaries take to be a per- 
nicious Error? Can they reverence him as an in- 
ſpired Writer, who thus incautiouſly plays with an 
ambiguous Word to the extreme Peril of his 
Reader? | 

For their Expoſition of Col. 1. 16, &9c. I need 
only run briefly over it to expoſe the Abſurdity 
of 1t. 4 

The Apoſtle faith, By Cbriſt were all things crea- 
ted that are in Heaven and that are in Earth.  Cou'd 
he have us'd any Expreſſions more full and compre- 
henſive than theſe ? Or any more frequently us'd to 
expreſs all the Creatures contain'd in the World ? Nay, 
things Inviſible as well as Viſible were created by him. 
Even Thrones and Dominions, Principalities and 
Powers. | | 

All things viſible were created by him, i. e. (a 
they, © The degenerate ſtate of Mankind was ferns, "h 
« Paganiſm and Judaiſim aboliſb d, and the Goſpel 
* Occonomy introduc d. But where can they find 
all things viſible, and all things on Earth, us'd in Seri- 
_ for that part of Mankind which was reform'd 

y the Preaching of the Goſpel? We read indeed 
of the things that are ſeen, and which were not made 
of things that do appear, Heb. 11. 3. But thoſe are 
meant of this Viſible Creation. And we read of all 
things that are on Earth frequently mention'd as part 
of the firſt Creation. But theſe Phraſes are never 


7 


us'd 
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us d to repreſent thoſe that renounc'd Judaiſm and | 


Paganiſm, and embrac'd Chriftianity ; And yet theſe 
are the only, All things viſible, and all things on 
Earth, that our Adverſaries will allow Chriſt to 
have created. For they cannot fuppoſe that the A- 
poſtle underſtands ſo much as Mankind in general, 
fince it was but a very ſmall part of it that em- 
brac'd the Goſpel. So that he ſhou'd in all reaſon have 
only ſaid, ſome things viſible, and ſome things on Earth, 
were created by him. Beſides, the Apoſtle treats of 
this New-Creation as a diſtinct thing afterwards at 
v. 20, 21, Cc. But did he thus alfo create all things 
Ewviſible, Thrones and Dominions, &c ? Did he re- 
form the Holy Angels from a ſtate of degeneracy, that 
never fell into it? Or reſtore them to the Image and 
Favour of God, who never fell fromit? No. Here 
his Creating does not import we ſuch Neu- Creati- 
on at all; For there was no need of it. What does 


it import then? Why they tell us, That the Holy lt 


Angels were modell d and diſpos'd by him, i.e. They 


were ſubjected to his Authority. But (beſides the 4 
manifeſt barſhneſs of this Paraphraſe) how comes 


the Apoſtle to ſay, That he Holy Angels were thus 


modelld by Chriſt? Did he thus ſabject em to himſelf? i 
No, this was none of his Ad at all, but only the 


£8 of the Father, and it was by him alone that they 


were thus modell d. For 'tis he that put em under 1 f 
Bis Feet, t Cor. xy, 28. Beſides, Cou'd the Apoſtle Bl 


find no fitter way to expreſs the Holy Angels being 
fadjeted by the Father to Chriſt, but by faying, they 
wore created by Chrift himſelf ? (For that is the moſt 


orld was at firſt /ubjefed by God to the Dominion 
Man. But what ſhou'd we have thought of Mo- 
„if in his Hiſtory of the Creation he had told us, 


That all things both in Earth and Sea were created by f k 


Mean? Cou'd we ever imagine that he meant no 
more, than that God when he made 'em put em un- 


der his Authority. But what ſhall we fay of Evil ; 


Angels? (For they are alſo call'd Principalities and 
Powers) Why, they are ſaid to be created by Chriſt, 


be- 
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ccauſe he rules over em with a deſign to deſtroy 
eir uſurped Dominion and Power. So that the ſame 
MV ord, apply'd to Mankind, implies Reforming em, 
good Angels Commanding em, to fallen Angels it 
gmwifies deſtroying their uſurped Power. But upon 
ie whole, his Creating all things comes at laſt (as 
hc Biſhop of Worceſter had well obſerv'd) to his 
Trcating nothing at all. To ſuch ſtrange Inconſiſten- 
es arc our Adverſaries reduc'd by their bold At- 
pts to wrelt ſuch paſſages as theſe from their clear 
ious meaning. 

For that paſſage, Heb. 1. 2. By whom be alſo made 
=: //orlds, That it is not meant of the Go/pel- Ages 
ines will appear if we conſider, That no place 
all the Scripture can be produc'd in which de 
to be underitood of the-Go/pel-times or Ages, where- 
'tis evidently us'd by the /n/pired Mriter of this 
piſtle, for the Yorld or Univerſe. Heb. 11. 3. By Faith 
 nder//and that the Worlds were made by the Word 
WF God. Even by that Word or Son of God, by whom, 
is ſaid in this place, to make em. 

Again, If the Infpired Writer had meant the 
el-times, he ſhou'd not have ſaid that God has 
ee en by bis Son, but that he is now about to make 
. For they were far from being then made. And 
Ir thoſe that underſtand by the Worlds, the Horid 
= -zcs to come, i. e. the Hrownh Regions and the 
ppineſ thereof; They are reduc'd to the neceſſi- 
of giving us a yet harther Expoſition of the _— 
hen they tell us, That tho' the World in that ' 
not properly made by Chriſt, (For thoſe heavenly 
Negions they ſuppoſe to be made long before he had 
hgeing) yet he is ſaid to make em, becauſe he made 
our, by giving us the Promifes of that future 
ppineſs. And what plain Text may not any 
an 8 at that wild and looſe rate of Inter- 
eting? 

But ] muſt add, | 

Iv. There is one of theſe Texts which undenia- 
refers to the Old Creation, and cannot be un- 
WF itood of the Reformation of Mankind by the Goſpel. 
; | To 
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Hands; They ſhall periſh, but thou remainefl. Ani 


be changed. And therefore under this ſtrait they ar 


"x" _ 
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the higheſt Obligations to do it, if he gave en 


they put on the Inſpired Writer, by making hin 


WG: _ 4Vinoicarionof the 
To clear this, We muſt obſerve That the Inſpir- 
ed Writer to the Hebreus faith at v. 8, 9. To the 
Fon he ſaith, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and e. 
ver, &c. and immediately ſubjoins at v. 10. And, 


Thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt laid the Foundation 
EW Earth, and the Heavens are the Work of thy 


they ſhall all wax old as doth a Garment. And as 4 
FVefture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſhall be 
changed; But thou art the ſame, and thy Years ſhall 
not fail. | 

Here indeed our Adverfaries skill in Critics fails 
'em, and all the Subtilty they are Maſters of will 
not enable em to pervert this Paſſage, as they do the 
reſt, to ſpeak only of the New Creation. Fe or they 
plainly ſee, the Heavens and Earth here ſpoken of, 
foall periſh. Whereas the New Creation ſhall be per- 
fefted, not deſti , thall 12/7 for ever, not par © 1 


2 to a very deſperate ſhift, even to deny, T 
the Inſpired Writer intended to apply theſe words to d 
Bleſſed Saviour. But how can that be? Does he not 
as truly apply this paſſage taken out of P/alm 102 
to our Saviour, as that taken out of the 45th? Nay, 
if theſe words refer not to our Lord Jeſus, to what 
purpoſe are they alledg'd ? What do they ſignifie to 

e his Pre-eminence above thoſe Angels that at 

ir'd to worſhip him; and indeed are under if 


their Being? Nay, why ſhould we ſcruple to 
apply to him the Creation of the [Teavens and tht 
Earth at v. 10. to whom the Inſpired Writer hal 
aſcrib'd the Making of the Morlds at v. 2 ? All the 
Buſineſs is, That they cou'd more eafily pervert 
thoſe words at v. 2. by interpreting em ofa Metaphr 
rical Creation, than they can thoſe at v. 10. But n-. 
ther than own Chriſt as the Maker of this material 
World, they ſeem not concern'd what Indignity 


cite this paſſage (according to them) to no valuable 


purpoſe, nay, rather to a very ill and dangerous 2 ; 
| that 
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hat naturally leads us to what they account a perni- 
10us Error. 2 

But becauſe this looks too groſs, ſome of 'em 
ſeem willing to grant, That the Inſpired Writer 


ml defign in citing this paſſage out of P/alm 102, to 
ry apply by way of accommodation that paſſage in it to 
our Lord Jeſus, that ſpeaks of the periſhing of the 
1 % Creation. For they tell us the Deſftru@ion of this 
„die World belongs to Chriſt, tho“ the Creation 


of it does not. But we are ſure, To whom the Pfal- 
miſt faith, hey ſball periſh, but thou remaineſt, To him 
he had ſaid before, Thou, Lord, haſt founded the 
Earth, &c. And we are ſure the Inſpired. Writer 


makes no change of the Perſon, fo that if the latter 
5 Clauſe of this cation belong to Chriſt, ſo does the 
or mer. 
oh And for their Objection againſt our applying this 
„ paſſage to Chriſt, viz. That if the Author had be- 
ye 5 . Chriſt to be the Maker of Heaven and Earth, 
300 = what need he take ſo much pains to prove his Su- 
4 eriority to Angels, For who doubts of the Creator 
ou Gs Superior to his Creatures ? It will appear to 
not have no weight in it, if we conſider, That the Apo- 
oy WT {tle bad undertaken to ſhew, not only the Dignity 
"BY of Chrift, as Heir of all things, but that he was there- 
bit g fore the Heir and Lord of all things, becauſe they were 
0 ade by him. And for this purpoſe it was proper to 
Jo cite ſuch paſſages of the Old Teftament as attribute 
der che fir/# Creation to him. And this was the more 
em g needful, becauſe there were both ſome Jewsand He- 
* erich that aſcrib'd the fir? Creation to Angels; in 
orpoſition to whom the 1n/pired In riter had juſt oc- 
h c(alion to aſcribe it to our Bleſſed Lord; which he does 
ru by citing this Paſſage out of a Pſalm, which the an- 
— cient Jews had apply'd to the Metab (a). 
„ Having ſhewn the Vanity of this their moſt ſpe- 
boy cious Exaſton, I need not inſiſt long on their 
nit! . — 
= a () See The Fudgment of the Fewiſh Church, &c. p. 38. 
Ine, 


Id 


> 


| 


of the Apoſtle, Col. 1. 16. where theſe Two are care- 


the Text juſt now cited, Rom. 11. 36. that all 7 
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III Evaſion, viz. That tho' it ſhould be allow'd, 
that theſe Paſſages ſpeak properly of the irt Creati- 
on of the World, yet they do not aſſert, That the 
World was made by Chrifl, but only for him, (i. e) 
with a deſign to ſubject it to him. For fo they ren- 
der the words i aurs John 1. 3, and 10. And 
Heb. 1. 2. 4 
But the unreaſonableneſs of this Pretence will ap- 

„if we conſider, F 
1. That this ſenſe is no way eable to the O- 
inal. For if the Apoſtle had intended to have 
faid, All things were made for him, he ſhould have ſaid Ml 
oi avurov. | 


2. This ſenſe is evidently confuted by the words 7 


fully diſtinguiſh'd, and both apply'd to our Bleſſed 8 


Saviour. That all things were made both by him, and 2 
him, ci & ura x, 6s durbv. Nay, he is therefore ſaid 7, 

to be the Firf#-born of the Creation in the verſe fore- Wil. 
going, and to be before all things in the verſe following [ 
(which latter Phraſe beſt explains the Senſe of the Pla 
former) becauſe all things were made by him. Where- e 
as it wou'd not prove, That he is before all things, A, 

becauſe they were created for him (i. e. with a & 8 1 
ſign to ſubject em to him) long before he had a Be. . 
ing. And to avoid this, I find one of the Unitari- r. 
an Writers {training his Critical Skill, by thus Para- m 
phraſing the Words, All things were made for him, M he 
and to his Service, and he is above all things. (For ſo Mur 
he groundleſly renders vp T@vrov). (G) But he is Men 
hard put to it, when he is forc'd to make the In- \p 
{1 iced Apoſtle guilty of ſo groſs a Tautology, as to WW. 


y, All things were made for him, and for him: For 
ſo eis dure undoubtedly ſignifies, (ſee Rom. 11.36.) Me 
tho? he falſly pretends that a gvrs ſignifies ſo too. 
And I may by the way add, that we are ſure from 


things are only for or to him, Of whom, and by (or 


9 


—_ ED. 


1 


(6) See Third Collection of Tracts, Tract I. p. 52. = 
thro”) 
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bro”) whom they are. So that if all things be for or 
o Chriſt, 'tis becauſe he is that God of and by whow 
ben are. And if the Unitariaus make the Apoſtle 
WL uilty of this 7autology here, they mult be him 
Wo be guilty of it there too, for the Phrales are e- 
WF idcntly the /ame in both Texts. But there no Man 
iu pretend that c aurs and as aurey ſignifies the 
ame thing. | | | 


I ſhall only add, 


W 3. That the forecited Text, Jeb. 1. 10. is no way 
Fapable of this Evaſion. All things muſt be made by 
well as for bim, who founded the Earth, and the 
ork of whoſe Hands the Heavens are. | 

= Having prov'd againſt the Socinian Unitarians, 
hat the ; Eran aſcribe the Creation of the World 


„ Chri//, in the proper ſenſe, I now proceed, 
1. To prove, in oppoſition to the Arian Uuitari- 
s, That the Creation of the Word is a ſolid Evidence 
il / ihe Almighty Power of him that made it, and (con- 
© gequently) of his true Deity. 

1 Theſe Adverſaries do indeed fairly allow us the 
he lain literal ſenſe of the foremention'd Paſſages that 
© cribe the Creation of all things to our Bleſſed SFavi- 
a x bur: But they deny this Interence we draw from 
er 4 t. For they tell us, Our Lord had a præ-exiſteut 
e. Varure; That in reſpect of that Nature he was the 
* irſt and moſt perfect Being that ever God made, and 
4 employ'd by him as his Inſtrument in the Creation of 
”, e mord. And this they ſuppoſe he might be, with- 
fo 9 put aſcribing Omni potence to him. Nay, they pre- 
end this their Opinion to be countenanc'd by the 
n- Apoſtle, when he calls our Lord The Firſft-born, of o- 
to very Creature, Col. 1. 15. and by Chriſt, when he 


tiles himſelf he beginning of the Creation of God, 
cv. 3. 14. 
== Now to juſtify the Ahertian I have laid down in 
pppoſition to theſe Adverſaries, I ſhall offer the fol- 
7 my Conſiderations. 
W 1. The Scriptures every where appropriate the 
orks of Creation to God, and exclude all other 
Zeings whatever from the glory of it. BY 
e 


4 


I 


* 
5 bY 
2 ' 
* 
* 
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The Author to the Hebrews lays down this as 4. 
2 Maxim, Every Houſe is built by ſome Man, 
ut he that built all things is God, Heb. 3. 4. And 
accordingly throughout the whole Old Teſtament 
the great God does every where diſtinguiſh himſelf il 
from all other pretended Deities by this, That he wa; 
the Maker of Heaven and Earth; He every where 
challenges this as his peculiar Glory, That they, and 
all things contain'd in em, are the Work of his Hands. 
*Tis one God that Created em, Mal. 2. 10. As for thoſe i 
Gods that have not created the Heavens and the Earth, 
he declares, that they ſhall periſh from the Earth, and 
from under theſe Heavens. But he is the true God, that 
hath made the Earth by his Power, and eſtabliſb'd the 
Horld by his Wiſdom, Jer. 10. 10, 11, 12. i 
Nay, he poſitively excludes any other Being from a- 
ny ſhare in the glory of this illuſtrious Work. Thou, 
aith Hezekiah) even thou alone, art the God, even 
thou alone, of all the Kingdoms of the Earth; thou haſt ili 
made Heaven and Earth, 2 Kings 19. 17. To the 
fame purpoſe Nehemiah faith, Thou, even thou, art 
Lord alone, thou haſt made Heaven, the Heaven of 
Heavens, with all their Hoſts, (thoſe Thrones and Do- 
minions, | Principalities and Powers, ſaid to be crea- if 
ted by Chriſt, Col. 1. 16.). the Earth, and all thing 
that are therein, the Seas, and all that is therein, and 
thou pre ſerveſt em all. (Compare this with Col. 1. 17. 
by him all things conſiſt, and Heb. 1. 3. He upholds alli 
things by the word of his Power.) And the Hoſt of 
Heaven worſhip thee. (Compare this with Heb. 1.6. 
Let all the Angels of God worſhip him.) He alone (faith 
Job, ſpeaking of God) ſpreads out the Heavens, Job 
. Nay, the Blefed God himſelf faith, J haut 
made the Earth, and created Man upon it. I, even 
my Hands, (i. e. my Power) have ſtretched out tht 
Heavens, and all their Hoſt have I commanded, I. g. 
12. And ſure if any Expreſſions can be deciſive in 
this matter, God's own words muſt be allow'd to be | 
ſo, when he ſo poſitively declares by the Prophet, J 
am the Lord that maketh all things, that flretcheth forth 
the Heavens alone, aud ſpreadeth abroad the Earth H 
my 


Is bf eas io. as 
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| ſelf, If. 44. 24. How unaccountable and unwar- 


TY 
„, rantable are theſe Exprefſions if the great God us'd 
id mother, even a Created Being, as his Miniſter and 
nt Inſrument in the great Work of Creation? For none 
if is ſaid to do that alone and by himſelf which he uſes 
as the / ſtance and miniſtry of another in the pertor- 
re mance of. Nay, how inexcuſable is the /n/pired M ri- 
er to the Hebrews, that aſcribes this Work of Crea- 
1s. lion to Chrift in the ſame Expreſſions which the P/a/- 
o/c BY 5/7 had us'd concerning the great Fehovah; Toa 
„, /, founded the Earth, and the Heavens are the Work 
ud Wl of thy Hands / Heb. r. to. | 
Hut if we allow our Lord Jeſus to be the ſame God 
he with the Father, tis no way inconfiſtent with God's 
making all things by himſelf, that the Farher made 
em — Son, his Eternal Eſential Mord. For e- 
VA ven the ſame Inſpired Writers declare that God made 
en 'em by his Mord, and by the Breath of his Mouth, Pſal. 
af 33. 6. The Eſential Power of the Father and the Son 


are the ſame. But that leads me to add, 
2. The Apoſtle Paul makes the Creation of the World 


a demonſtrative proof of his Eternal Power and Gods 
0 head that made it. 
4. Por the Inviſible things of him (faith he) from the 
„Creation of the World are clearly ſeen, being underſtood 
1d i the things that are made, even his Eternal Power 
7 and Godhead, Rom. 1. 20. But now the Forceof this 
Argument is loft, if a Being might make all thoſe 
of things that had no ſuch Eternal Power and Godhead 
6. c all, but was it ſelf a created and temporary Be- 
ch ing, and the voluntary Production of a fuperior 
9. eing 3 * | 
de 3. The very Notion of an Inſtrument in the Work 
2. of Creation ſeems abſurd and inconfiſtent. f 
ht For God's Creation of the World is all along ex- 
95 preſs d in Scripture by his Commanding things intu 
in Being. Thus in the fore- cited place, I, even 7 
be Hands, have ſtretched out the Heavens, and all thein 
1 Hoſts have I commanded, IC. 4F. 12. So Þ/. 33. 9. 
th He ſpate and it was done, he commanded and it flood 


faſt. So the fame Pſalmiſt ſpeaking of a” 
4 7 
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of Heavens, faith, He commanded and they were 
created, Pſ. 148. 7. Nay, in the Account given by 
Moſes of the Creation, tis evident that the Energy 
of no created Being cou'd intervene between God, 1 
Mill or Command, and the Effect to be produced. 
He ſaid, Let there be Light, and there was Light, 
Gen. 1. 3. And what Influence cou'd any Inſtrument i 
have in ſuch a Production? There is in Creation no i 
re-exiſtent Matter, and therefore nothing for an 
nſtrument to fix upon. 2 
Beſides, when they tell us, that God made this 
pre-exiſtent Nature of Chriſt his Inſtrument in the 
Creation of the World, they either mean, that he 
communicated thereto a finite or an infinite Power in 
order to his concurring in this Work of Creation. i 
If they ſay an infinite Power, they blaſphemouſly Wl 
Deifie a Creature, by aſcribing to it the incommu- 
nicable Perfection of the Divine Nature. If only a 
finite Power, ſuch a finite Power can ſignify nothing 
at all to the Work of Creation, which plainly re- 
quires no leſs than a boundleſs or infinite Power to 


effect it. For 'tis the higheſt Act of Power (the 


ultimum quod fic of Omnipotence) to F Being to pc 


that which was nothing before. And nothing can 
be impoſſible to the Being that can do this. Tü 
therefore far beyond the Reach of a finite Power. 
4. The Creation of all things is aſcrib'd to our 
Lord Jeſus in Expreſſions that exclude him from the 
Rank of Creatures. 4 
He who was God, and by whom all things were 
made, and without whom not any thing was made that 
was made, was himſelf anmade, and therefore Eter- 
nal. He can be no Creature, by whom all thing WF 
were created, and who was before all Creatures. He 4 
that was before the Mountains were brought forth, and 
before the Earth or the World was form'd, is (in the 
Pſalmiſt's Account) from everlaſiing to everlaſting AY 
God, Pſal. 90. 2. | —_—_— 
And for what may be objected from the Apoſtles 
calling our Saviour the Firſt- born of all Creatures, 
(or rather of the whole Creation) it will appear nr 
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2 

be of no Force to prove that Chriſt himſelf was a 
Creature, if we conſider that tis ſufficient ro juſtify 
his being call'd the Firſt-bern of the whole Creation, 
1. & becauſe he tranſcends all Creatures both in Duration 
t, and in Dignity. He is both before em in Time, and 
at is the Lord and Heir of em. But it cannot here 


import his being of the ſame Nature with em, be- 
cauſe that would make the Apoſtle Pau} both con- 
rradict himſelf in the Reaſon he adds, viz. that all things 
were created by him; and to contradi& St. John, 
ho faith, without him nothing was made that was 
rade, John 1. 3. And the Apoſtle himſelf explains 
his own Senſe, when at v. 17. he adds, that he was 
core all things. And 'tis obſervable that the Phraſe 
Ws alter'd, when the Apoſtle by Fiift-born means one 
u- f the ſame Nature. See at v. 18. and at Rom. 8. 
W 9. as will appear to ſuch as can conſult the Origi- 


e: And for Chriſt's being call'd the Beginning of the 
to MWL7cation of God , the Word apyn, when it does 
he Pot refer to TZime, does uſually ſignify either the ef- 
to cent Cauſe, or the Head and Chief And neither 
f thoſe Senſes implies our Lord to be himſelf a 
reature, but rather implies the contrary. 

Having thus proy'd both that the Scriptures a- 
Fribe the Creation of the World to our Bleſſed Sa- 
our, and that his Creating it is a demonſtrative Ar- 
oment of his Almigbty Power, I ſhall only briefly 
bjoin, that the Scriptures aſcribe to our Bleſſed 
ord other Yorks that are the Effects of an Almighty 
EF wer, and are in Scripture appropriated to the 

Need God. 

Thus what the P/almift aſcribes to the great Je- 
vab at P/al. 14. zo. the inſpired Writer to the 
ereus aſcribes to the Son of God, Yhat he up- 
is all things by the Word of his Power. "Tis God 
A at queckens the Dead, tis he alone that can kill and 
ate alive, Rom. 4. 17. 2 Kings 5. 7. And yet our 
Nerd Jeſus attributes to himſelt the Power of quick= 
n wm he will. He can by his commanding 
oice canſe the Dead to bear, and riſe out of their 


F 2 Graves 
7 
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Graves, John x. 21, 25, 28. And his thus raiſing WL 
the Dead, and changing our vile Body to faſhicn 5 $3 h. 
like ta his glorious Body, is by the Apoſtle Paul faid T 
to be effected, according to the working of his might) L G: 
Power, whereby he is able to ſubdue all things to hin. u 
felf, Phil. 3. 21. Expreſſions that import his Power WW 
to be abſolute and irreſiſtible. * 
Having thus ſhewn, that the Scriptures aſcribe W#- 
ſuch abſolute Omnipotence to our Bleſſed Lord, 1 i 1, 
come, | 2 
II. To examine what the Author has alledg'd to 
perſwade us, that our Blefed Saviour himſelf di, 
claims this Perfection. 3 
6 *T;s moſt evident, faith he, that aur Lord Feſus, i 
& (whatever Power he had) confeſſes again and again, 
& that he had not infinite Power of himſelf, John 5. 
« 30. Of my ſelf I can do nothing. He had ben 
« ſpeaking of great Miracles, viz. Raiſing the Deal 
c and Executing all Judgment; but all along tate 
e care Men ſhould know his Sufficiency for the: 
„things was of God the Father. In the Beginning i 
& the Diſcourſe, ver. 19. The Son can do Ds ud 
% what he ſces the Father do. So in the middle, 1.8% 
4 26, 27. The Father has given the Son to har : 
Life in himſelf. And as if he could never ti 
much inculcate this great Truth, he adds towards th þ 
Concluſion, I can do nothing of my ſelf, or fron| 2 
nothing that is my ſelf do I draw this Pow | 


A 
5 


no 
er an 


Authority. Sure this is not the Voice of God, bu 
of a Man! For the moſh High can receive fron 
none; He cannot be made more mighty or wiſe, & 
betauſe to abſolute Perfection can be no Addition 
And ſince Power in God is an Eſſential Perfecta 
it follows that if it be deriv'd, then fo is the E 
and Being it ſelf, which is Blaſphemy againſt tu 
moſt High. For tis to Ungod him, to number bin 
among poor, dependent, derivative Beings. Mbii ri 
the Supreme God indeed is only he who is the fie 
„ Carnſe, and abſolute Original of all. e 
Anſv. It is no good Argument of the Aub 2 
Impartiality in his Enquiries, that he only picks o in 
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fee Expreſſions that ſeem to favour the Opinion 


e has embrac'd, without Ne. the leaſt Notice of 


Q 
* 
1 
4 
A 


ud Mrhe Evidence ſuggeſted in the Context on the other 
ide. And tha = does ſo in this Place, will appear 
upon a fuller View of the whole Paſſage. 
' ue read at ver. 16. that the Fews {auger to kill our 
Lord Jeſus, becauſe he had wrought a miraculous 
be Cure on the Sabbath Day. Our Lord anſwers 'em, 
THR 17; Father worketh hitherto, and I work; 4. d. tho 
ny Father is ſaid to reſt on the Seventh Day from 
to the Works of Creation, yet he does ſtill work in the 
i continued Adminiſtrations of his Providence on the 
„abbath Day, and I (who am his Son, and therefore 
5 BS One with him) do alſo work on that Day, and do 
mig nothing herein contrary to his Will. Upon this 
ve read, that the Jews ſought the more to kill him, 


ecauſe be not only had broken the Sabbath, but ſaid 
=_ /o that God was his Father, making himſelf equal to 
God. - Or, as the Words may be more truly ren- 


Ml dred, becat/e he calld God bis own Father, making 
H in ſelf equal to God, i. e. call'd him his Father in ſo 
ug peculiar a Senſe as 3 his Equality to him in 
Power and Dominion. Now according to our Au- 
aur 


thor, the Fews charge our Bleſſed Lord with the 
higheſt Blaſphemy that he can be guilty of, and 
very ze according to his Sentiments, if they did 


inſinuate, That the Son can do nothing by any Power of 
F 3 bis 


ron not miſtake his Meaning. It mult therefore be du- 
ani y conſider'd, whether our Lord diſowns this Senſe 
bu they put on his Words, and faith any thing to un- 
mig deccive 'em, and convince 'em that he meant no 
oc ſuch thing. And if it appear that what he faith ra- 
nung ther juſtifics the Senſe they put on his Words than 
WS difowns it, it will thence Lllow, that he owns the 
ei Charge, that he did ſo call God his Father as to malo 
pit = -m/elf equal to bim. , | 

bin . Our Lord begins at his Reply at ver. 1 9. Yerily, ve- 
1 rily, 1 ſay unto you, The Son can do nothing of himſelf, 
7 except he ſee the Father doing it. For whatſoever things 
. e. the Father) does, thoſe things the Son does like- 
14 wiſe. Now the Meaning is not as our Author wou'd 
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bis own But, That he can do nothing but what be ſees 
the Father do, i. e. yon” | but what is conformable | 
to his Example, and his Will and Order ; or as in the 
next ver. Nothing but what the Father, who loves him, 
ſhews him, i. e. directs and orders to be done in or- 
der to his own Glory. But that his Power is the 
ſame with his Father's he plainly intimates, when he 
faith in the following Words, That whatever things 
the Father does, the „ things does the Son likewiſe, 
(for *tis in the Original ravra) ; ſo that we may more 
juſtly cry out than our Author, Sure this is the Voice 
of a God, and not 1 a Man For what Creature can 
or dare to pretend that whatever the Father e 
do's, he can do the very fame? And how plainly does 
he that ſaith this, equalize himſelf to the Father, as pol- 
ſeſt of the ſame Eſential Power with him? And fo 
he does again at v. 21. For as the Father raiſeth up 
the Dead, and quickneth them, ſo does the Son quicken i 
whom he will. And thus to raiſe and quicken the 
Dead at his own Pleaſure, is evidently the peculiar 
Effect of an Almighty Power, Rom. 4. 17. 2 Kings 7. 

7. And tho' it is Bid at v. 24. That as the Father hath 
Life in himſelf, ſo he has given the Son to have Life 
in himſelf : This does by no means imply the Sou to 
be ſuch a Dependent Derivative Being as Creatures are, 
hut the contrary. For zo have Life in himſelf, and a 
Capacity of imparting it to whom he will, is the peculiar 
Perfection of the Self-living God. And the Father's 
giving this to the Son imports not a voluntary Gift, 
but his communicating this and all other Divine Per- 
fections to him by a neceſſary Eternal Act (which 
Divines call Eternal Generation). Tis true indeed, 
an Authority or Right to judge the World mention' 
ad ver. 22. and 27. is a voluntary Gift, which our Au- 
thor unadviſedly confounds with Chriff's Eſſential 
Power : And that Authority belongs to Chriſt as Me- 
diator, and is to be exercis'd by him in our Nature 
as he is the Son of Man; as our Lord plainly tells us 
at ver. 27. He hath given him Authority to execute Fudg- 
ment alſo becauſe he is the Son of Man. Whereby he both 
intimates, that he ſhould judge the World in that Hu- 
| | man 
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le an Nature that he aſſum'd, and ſhou'd have this Ho- 
* our conferr'd on him for aſſuming it, viz. That the 
„, World ſhou'd not be Judged by the Father, but al! 
r- aagment committed to the Son. But for the Eſſential 
ae Power whereby the Dead ſhou'd be rais'd in order to 
ic heir being judg'd, that belongs not to him as Man, 
os Mut as the Eternal Son of God. The Dead (ſaith he 
e, t ver. 25.) ball hear the Voice of the Son of God, and 
re bey that hear ſhall live. And here tis manifeſt that 


Nur Saviour plainly diſtinguiſhes theſe two Titles or 
Tharacters that belong to him, viz. The Son of God, 
Ind the Son of Man. And makes the former the 
es round of his Divine Power or Might, the latter 
f his Delegated Authority. And for what our Sa- 
our adds in the Concluſion, I can of my ſelf do no- 
bing, as I hear, I judge, and my Judgment is juſt, be- 
—. I feek not my own Will, but the Will of the Fa- 
WT cr das /ent ne; theſe Words refer not at all to 


a is Eſſential Power of Working, but to his accurate 
5. bſervance of the Father's Will in all his judicial 
þ roceedings, to which his Human Will was en- 
6 irely conformable, and his Divine the ſame with it. 
o But becauſe I do allow the Eſential Power of the 
c, 6 of God to be communicated to him by the Father, 
4 muſt take ſome Notice of his Reaſoning againſt it. 
ir A Since Power in God is an Eſſential Perfection, it fol- 
's WF /ows that if it be deriv'd, then ſo is the Eſſence or Be- 


ung it ſelf. Anſw. If by being deriv'd he means 
ommunicated by the Father to the Son, not by a vo- 
Nuntary Act, but by the Sox's neceſſary Eternal Ema- 
ation from him, we grant that the Son thus derives 
is Eſſence or Divine Nature from the Father. What 
hen? «© hy this (fays the Author) is Blaſphemy 
* againſt the moſt High, for tis to Ungod him, to num- 
* ber him among pooor, dependent, derivative Beings : 
* Whilſt he who is the Supreme God is only he who is 
* the firſt Cauſe and abſolute Original of all. 

Anſw. If by poor, dependent, derivative Beings, he 
nean ſuch as are the voluntary Productions of a Be- 
3 diſtinct from themſelves, that depend on his 
meer Pleaſure for their Exiſtence and the Continu- 
F 4 ation 
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ation thereof, I deny that the Sow of Cd is any ſuch | 
poor, dependent, derivative Beings or that he is »um- 


ber'd among ſuch by our Conceſſion, That the Father 
communicates the Divine Nature, and the Perfecti- 
ons thereof, to him by a Neceſſary, Eternal and Per- 
manent Act. Nor is he hereby conſtituted another 


Being from the Father at all, but only another Per- 
ſon in the Godhead. Nor does this hinder him from 


being the Supreme God, i. e. the firſt Cauſe and abſo- 


lute Original of all other Beings (as I have ſhewn the 


N aſſert him to be) tho' he be not iu in 
the 


the One Supreme God. | 
But the Author adds, our Lord conſiders himſelf 
here in Oppoſition to his Father, who (he ſaith) gave 


him all Power. Now if he had ſuch an Eternal-Divin 8 


Ford, united more nearly to him than the Father, 
ſurely he wou'd have own'd his Power to be from 
that Word or Divine Son. 


Anſav. There is no ſuch Phraſe in all the Context 


as the Father's giving all Power to our Bleſſed Lord, 
but only giving him Authority to execute Judgment, bt- 
cauſe he is the Son of Man, at ver. 27. But to pals by 


that. By Power the Author either means Might and i 


Strengih, or Authority, If the former; 'tis evident, 
That this Almighty Power belongs to Chriſt as the 
Eternal Word or Son of God. And he is poſſeſt of 


it by a neceſſary Eternal Emanation from the Father, i 


who communicates it by a zeceſſary, not an arbitrar), 


free 4. And this Power the Man Chriſt Feſus was | 


never poſſeſt of at all, no more than of any other 
incommunicable Perfections of the Divine Nature. 
If by Power he means, Authority to judge the Morli 
(which is all the Text here ſpeaks of) we own this 


to be the Father's voluntary Gift, and that the Hu. 


man Nature is employ'd in the Exerciſe of it. And 


this Azthority ſhou'd in all reaſon be deriv'd from 
the Father, who ſuſtains the Character of Supreme | 
Jaugiver, not from the Eternal Mord, who aſſum d 


the Office of Mediator. 


He 


odbead in reſpect of the Order of Subjiftence if 
and Operatiom between thoſe Sacred Three that arc 
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He concludes, -* How tomes he tu a{cribs nothing to 
« that, fince "tis ſuppes'd to be equal in Power to the 
« Father himſelf, aud more nearly ally'd to Jeſus Chi 
« as the Operating Principle in him. So John 14. 10. 
« My Father in me does the Works, by which is 
& evident, There was no Divine Agent in and with 
« him but the Father. He only bas all Power of bimſelſ, 
« and needs no Aff ſtanct. | $1 
Anſw, I have already ſhewn him, That our Lari 
Jeſus, as the Eternal Word or Son of God, does claim 
a Divine Almighty Power, in telling us, That what- 
ever things the Father does, be the Son does the ſame 
likewiſe, But againſt this he ſtarts a new Argument 
from Jobn 14. 10. where our Lord ſaid to Philip, 
Believeſt thou not that I am in the Father, aud the Fa- 
ther in me ? The Words that I ſpeak unto you, I ſpeak 
not of my ſelf, but the Father that dwells in me, be 
does the Works. And in the next ver. Believe me that 
Jam in the Father, and the Father in me, or elſe believe 
me for the Works ſake. But what wou'd our Author 
infer hence ? He cannot reaſonably conclude more 
from hence, than that the Works of our Lord Fe/as 
procceded from that 4lmighty Power that was both 
in the Father and in Him. So that by thoſe very 
Works the Father himſelf atteſted the Miſſion of the 
Son, and his Unity in Nature and Eſſence with himſelf. 
Thus alſo the miraculous W orks of Chrif are fre- 
quently aſcrib'd to the Holy Spirit, and the imputing 
them to a Diabolical Power is condemn'd as the un- 
ardonable Blaſphemy againſt the Holy Ghoſt. But 
$2 both the Father and the Holy Spirit did dwell 
and operate in the Human Nature of Chriſt z it will 
not follow, that the Eternal Word did not do fo too, 
and that in a peculiar and more eminent manner. 
Chriſt indeed as a Prophet rais'd from among his Bre- 
thren, and ſent on the Father's Embaſſie, was to manage 
that Office under the Inſpiration and Conduct of that 
Holy Spirit that was given to him without meaſure, 
and to confirm his Miſſon by thoſe miraculous Opera- 
tions of the Holy Spirit, that were the Father's Cre- 
; dentials. 
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dentials. And for this reaſon theſe Works are im- 
puted ſo often to the Holy Spirit and to the Father, 
and not becauſe the Eternal Mord was deſtitute of 
the Power of doing em. (a 
And now let the Author conſider, whether theſe 
Paſſages in which he pretends our Saviour diſclaims 
Himizhry Power, and which are capable of ſo eaſy a 
Solution which the Context it ſelf leads us to, are Ns 
be put in the Ballance with thoſe that ſo manifeſtly 
aſcribe, the Creation to him, that undoubted Demon: - 
ration of the Eternal Power and Godhead of the 
Creator? And whether he be not in Danger of blaſ- 
pheming our Saviour by thus Ungoding him, and num- 
bring him with poor, derivative, dependent Beings ? 
For among ſuch he is pleas'd to rank him. | 
Having diſpatch'd this Head of Abjolute Power, [ 
come next to that, 
II. Of Supreme "Abſolute Goodneſs. This I fully a- 
gree with the Author to be 4 rus Charafter the 
Supreme — | 
And therefore I ſhall, FirP, briefly ſhew, That 
ſuch Ab/olute Goodneſs belongs to our Bleſſed Saviour; 
and, Secondly, conſider what he alledges to perſuade 
us that our Saviour diſclaims it. | 
. Firſt, I ſhall briefly ſhew, That our Bleſſed Saviour 
is po 75 of ſuch —— Abſolute Gooaneſs. 
ow this Supreme Goodneſs diſcovers it ſelf to us 
theſe two ways; Either, 
1. By Communicating Being to all Creatures. Or, 
2. By Redceming and Recovering em when Self 42. 
ſtroy'd and Loſt. 
1. I have already ſhewn, That our s Lord has given 
Being to all Creatures. 
And I need not e to ſhew, That is an Ef. 


fect of Goodneſs, as well as e truly Divine and 
2 And, 


9 \ he 


(8) See Dr. ny; Preface to his Commentary on John. 


2. For 
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2. For the Redemption and Recovery of Guilty and 
8 Se1f-deftroyed Sinners, I hope I need not prove to 
W any that pretends to the Name of a Chriſtian, that 
= this Work is aſcrib'd to our Bleſſed Saviour. 
= And one wou'd think there 1s as little need to 
prove, that this is an Effect of Supreme Goodneſs and 
Infinite Love. I am ſure *tis a Love that the Apoſtle 
Paul invites us to comprebend the breadth and length, 
and height and depth of, and tells us, that it ſur- 
aſſees all our Knowledge, Eph. 3. 18, 19. Nay, tis 
Wa Coodne/s and Love ſo truly Divine, as to warrant 
our aſcribing in our moſt ſolemn Devotions, the 
ame Eternal Glory and Dominion, to him who thus 
or'd us, and waſh'd us from our fins in his own Blood, 
Kc. which we elſewhere aſcribe unto the Father, 
W.Rev. 1. 5. compar'd with 1 Pet. 7, 11. (as I ſhall more 
fully ſhew anon). And indeed his Love will appear 
thus boundleſs and incomprehenſible, and truly wor- 
hy of Eternal Adoration, if we confider our Bleſſed 
aviour as the Eternal Word, who not only aſſum'd 
Wour Nature into a vital indiſſoluble Union, but in 
hat very Nature ſtoop'd ſo low as to die in the 
Witcad of ſuch Rebels and Enemies as we were, and 
Wo ſhed his precious Blood for the Expiation of our 
WGuilt. And fo we are taught to conſider him, as 
ne who was in the Form of God, and had appear'd 
with all the marks of divine Majeſty and Glory, but 
or our ſakes diveſted himſelf of all that external Glo- 
, took on him the Form of a Servant, and was made in 
e Likene/s of Men; Nay, being found in the faſhion 
of Man, he humbled himſelf N even to ſo a- 
toniſhing a degree, as to become obedient to Death, c- 
ve n the Beach of the Croſs, Phil. 2. 7, 8. For when 
e contemplate the infinite diſtance and diſpropor- 
Won there is between the divine Nature and Ours, . 
we cannot but ſee, Here is an Inſtance of Love, 
ot only beyond all example or parallel of Human 
Love, but ſufficient to juſtific the higheſt Commen- 
W-ations the Scriptures give of it, ſufficient to raiſe 
nd entertain the admiring thoughts and views of 
eis and Men. For what Love can be greater 
than 


; 
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than this, that the Prince of Life and Lord of Glory, 
ſhou'd in our Nature and Stead ſubmit to the painfs, i 


and ſbameful, and accurſed Death of the Croſs ? 


But if, with our Adverſaries, we ſfiou'd conceive : 


of our Bleſſed Saviour only as 4 Creature, as a Man, 
or (in our Author's Phraſe) 2 poor, derivative, de- 
pendent Being, who laid down his Life for us, and 
that with tlie proſpect of the higheſt Dignity and 
Glory that a Creature is capable of, as the Reward 
of his Sufferings, Then indeed his Goodneſs and 
Love is but finite, and may be eaſily comprehended 
atid is far from ſurpaſſing our Knowledge, and wou'd 
be as far from warranting either ſuch high Elogiums 
* of it as the Inſpired Writers give us, or the Doxo- 
logies they ditect us to offer on the account of it. 
And no wonder that thoſe chat think there is no more 
it the Dela Love of our Saviour, ſhou'd deny him 
to be p 
pitiion and the Confequences thereof are moſt confor- 
mable to the Language of Scripture, Ou#s ot Theirs, 
1 oy leave to every ſerious Chriſtian to judg e. 
And proceed, „ 
Secondly, To examine, what the Author has al- 
ledg'd to perſuade us, that our Bleſſed Saviour dif- 
claims any ſuch ſupreme Abſolute Goodneſs. 
And here his whole Proof relies on one ſingle 
Paſſage. | 
4 Our Lord (faith he) expreſly © (5-90 this Cha- 


ce rafter, Matt. 19. 17. Why calleſt thou me Good? ; 


< There is none good but One, that is God. HY here 
ce , moſt evident that he diſtinguiſhes himſelf from 
% God, as not the ſame with him, and denies of hin- 
« ſelf what be affitms of God. And for that Divine 
„ Perfection of ſupreme infinite Goodneſi, he chal- 
« lenges the Man for preſuming to ſay what ſeem'd t0 
« attribute it to him, and leads him off to another, 
* who, and who only, was more eminently ſo. 


Anſw. I deny that our Saviour does either ex- 


preſly diſclaim the Charafer of Good, or difingui 
vimſelf from God as not the ſame with him; which 


all the foundation of the Author's Reaſoning from i 


this 


efs'd of Supreme Goodneſs. But while O- 
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this Text. We do not, (as the Author grom 
leſly imputes to us) ſuppoſe our Saviaur's 
to be, } know Man, thou doſ} not take uk be 
ns am, Why then daſt thou give mo the Title that 
belongs to him only? For we do not ſuppoſe that 
our A deſign'd to diſcover his Deity to him 
at this time. Nor did the young Man's Queſtian 
give him any occaſion for it. Nor do we think 
that the young Man took our Saviour to be Gad, 
when he call'd him Caod, or that he paid him any 
more than a ci Reſpect; but tis probable (from hag 
iving him the Title of good Maſter) that the 
an did take him for a Rabbi or Doctor of eminent 
Piety and Sanctity. And we know the Jewiſ Rabbi's 
affected ſuch pompous and ſwelling Titles. See 
Matt. 28. from 7 tothe 11th ver. Accordingly the 
Hung Man addreſſes him in the common ſtrain t 
us'd to the Jewiſh Doctors. Now our Bleſſed L. 
to diſcountenance this Affectation of High Titles, 
and ſet before this young Man an Example of Hu- 
3 in in to the Vanity and Self- conceit 
he diſcover d, intimates to him that the Title he 
ve him was in its higheſt Senſe proper only for 
Cod, and not for ſuch a one as he took him to he, 
viz. a Rabbi or Teacher of the Law. And the Man 
does not ſay (as our Author pretends) what Fe/wus 
Chriſt thought too much te be ſaid of himſelf, but only 
what was too much to le ſaid according to thoſe appre- 
henſious he knew that he bad of him. Nor was it at 
all neceſſary that our Bleſſed Saviour ſhou'd rectify 
his apprehenſions at this time by diſcovering his 
Deity to him, He that had charg'd his own Di/ci» 
ples a little before, That they ſbould tell no Man, that- 
he was Jeſus the Chriſt, or Meſſiah, Mat. 16. 20. 
(tho? he really was ſo, and intended in due time o- 
penly to claim that Title) might much more think 
it incongruous to reveal and afſert his Deity to this: 
Joung Proſelyte. For that were to have gravell'd a 
raw Catechumen at firſt daſh with the ſublimeſt H- 
fery of Chriſtian Godline/s. He muſt be firſt taught 
to own him as the Meſſiah. before he was fit to be 


in- 
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inſtructed in the Dignity and highef# Characters that 
belong'd to him as ſuch. So that our Saviour's Caſe 
was like that of a Prince that walks incognito, and in 
diſguiſe , He had diveſted himſelf of that External Glo» i 
ry that was the Form of God, to put on that of a Ser- 
vant. And ſhou'd ſuch a Prince in diſguiſe be ac- 
coſted by any that knew him not, with Complements 
too high for a Subject; Might he not ſay, //by ds 
you give me a Title more proper to be given your Prince ! 
This wou'd indeed argue that he deſign'd at preſent 
to conceal, but by no means to deny or diſown, his 
Royal Authority. And the Caſes being parallel; the 
Author very unreaſonably infers from the like Ex- 

reſſions, den our Saviour here diſowns his Goodneſs. 

or was there any neceſſity that the Evangeliſts in 
recording this paſſage ſhou'd enter a Caution, That 
Chriſt did not intend by theſe words to deny that he 
was Good, and truly God. The Title of God they fo 
often give to him, and that matchleſs Grace of our 
Lord Jeſus, which elſewhere the Inſpired Writers of 
the New Teſtament fo largely on all occaſions ex- 
tol, was ſufficient to guard any conſiderate Reader 


from ſo groſly miſinterpreting ſuch an occaſional paſ- 
| ſage. And therefore 10 


or the Author to cry out on 


this occaſion, . 77s aſtoniſbing to ſee what violence is 
« offer d to this Sacred Text by ſuch as maintain the 


e Equality of Jeſus Chriſt to God his Father, when he 


has ſaid nothing of any weight againſt the common 
Expoſition but what is founded on his own miſrepre- 
ſentation of it, ſhews us, How Natural it is, when 
HP and Argument fail, to bear the World down 
with meer Confidence. For his een are ſcarce 
any where thro' his Book ſo trifling and weak as on 
this Head, on which he makes this vehement Ex- 
clamation without the leaſt tolerable ground. Tis 
much more aſtoriſhing that a Man ot his Abilities 
ſhou'd lay ſo mighty ſtreſs on ſo weak an Argument, 


for 'tis he offers real violence to our Saviour's words 
to make em ſerve his purpoſe, when he pretends, 


That our Saviour apparently denies, Tha! he was Good 
in as high a ſenſe as God his Father. , 
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I proceed to the | 

IIIa Perfection, of Ab/olute Omniſcience, or Unli- 
mited Knowledge of all things, paſt, preſent and to 
come. . W 
nin treating of this part of the Argument, I 

ſhall _ | Akt 
= Firſt, Prove the Holy Scriptures do aſcribe ſuch Ab- 
olute Omniſcience to our Bleſſed Lord. BEL 
= Sccondly, Examine what the Author has offer'd to 
= he contrary. | 
Hef, I ſhall prove, That the Holy Scriptures af+ 
We cr ibe ſuch abſolute Omniſcience to our Bleſſed Lord. 
= And here I ſhall have occaſion to conſider what 
the Author has offer'd to invalidate the Proofs com- 
W monly brought to evince that this Perfection belongs 
to our Ble Saviour. 
= I. We afFuec from thoſe many Paſſages in the 
New Teſtament, wherein the Knowledge of all things 


0 is aſcribed to our Lord Jeſus. Such as thoſe John 2. 
„23, 24, 25. Many believed on his Name when they 
of WR /aw the Miracles which he did. But Jeſus did not com- 


Wi: himſelf to em, becauſe he knew all Men; and need- 
ed not that any ſhou'd teſtify of Men, for he knew what 
vas in Man. So John 16. 30. Now we are ſure that 
bon knoweſt all things and needeſt not that any Man 
04d ask thee. By this we believe that thou cameſt forth 
rom God. And again Fohn 21. 17. Lord, Thou 
WK 0we/t all things, Thou knoweſt that I love thee. Now 
Loe conclude, [hat an Univerſal Unlimited Know- 
edge belongs to him, according to the plain ſenſe of 
rheſe Expreſſions. 
= To this the Author replies, That © zheſe words are 
intended only to expreſs a great an comprehenſive 
= Anowledge. As will appear (he ſaith) | 
= © 1. By Chrif's own words, who knew net the day 
of Judgment. * 
= 4»/w. This I ſhall afterwards conſider as his main 
WObjcction. 
. © 1: that it was common to aſcribe all Knowledge 
* to Men of extraordinary Wiſdom. (As he endea- 
ours to ſhew by ſeyeral Inſtances.) 1 
ow 


> 


The Context reftrains it to thoſe things which the 


aud ſ- lous leaſt they ſhou'd be defiled by the 


Defilement of being touch d 


the Places alledy'd aſcribe to our Blood Saviour, ani 
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Now this I deny, nor do any of the Inſtances he 


2 prove it. . 

The Woman of Tekoah never meant to aſcribe to 
David any more than an accurate Knowledge of all 
the Aﬀairs of his own Kingdom, when tells 
him, My Lord knows all things on Earth, and is as 
wiſe as an Argel, 2 Sam. 14. 20. And ſhe imputes 
this Knowledge only to his Sagacity and Wiſdom. 
Beſides the ons themfelves appear at firſt 
view hyperbolical, and have an air of Court flatteryin 


em. | 
For that of Chriſtians being ſaid to know all things, 


Amointing teaches all Chriſtians, i. e. the neceſſary 
Dodrines of the Goſpel. | 

And for the words of Simon concernjgg our Lord, 
if this Man were @ Prophet, be wou know what 
manner of Homan this is, Luke 7. 39. They rather 
charge him (as fome think) for a defect of Holineſi 
than of Anomledge, viz. That he was not ſufficient- 
ly inquiſitive to know who this Woman was that 
touch'd him, as the Phariſees uſually were very nice 


tauch of fuch as they call'd Sinners. But if they re- 
fer to his Knowledge, and imply, That Simoxthought 
2 Prophet might by Revelation ordinarily ſo far know iſ 
a notorious Sinner as was requifite to e 
es nothing to prove, That the ught th 
Prophets — 2 x * 25 * | 
And for the Woman of Samaria, ſhe might jultly 
eonclude our Lord to be a Prophet from his diſcover- M 
ing her ſecret Ats to her; but it docs by no means 
then follow, That eicher Jews or Samarilaus thought 
their Prophets lnν the ſecrets of all Men, and much 
leſs that they knew all things, which the Diſciples in 


to which there is nothing parallel in all thefeInſtar WW 
ces. But 5 ä | 
3. The Author adds, „ *Tis evident, that the Dis. 
« ciples by attributing all Knowledge to CR" 
| tend if 


= WIC nw3Hm3oY / a.c.yuvccce ia oaks. 
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cc tended no more than to aſcribe to him ſuch great 
« Knowledge as a Created Being is capable of, becauſe 
« they infer no more from it than this, Now we be- 
« ljeye that thou cameſt forth from God, i. e. Not 
«K that he was God, but One ſent of God. 

Anſw. The Author has no reaſon to conclude from 
theſe words, Now we believe thou cameſt forth from 
God, that the Diſciples inferred no more than Chriſt's 
being /ent forth of God, as other Prophets were. For 
they are not ſaid to come forth from God, when they 
are ſent on his Meſſage. And that our Lord, to 
whoſe own words (at ver. 28.) the Diſciples refer, 
intended to affirm more of himſelf, when he faith, / 
came forth from the Father, than meerly his being 
ſent as a great Prophet, we have juſt ground to ſup- 
oſe. For elſewhere he declares his own Nature to 
be as incomprehenſible as chat of the Father. No 
Man knows the Son but the Father, and no Man knows 
the Father but the Son, and to whomſoever the Son 
will reveal him, Mat. 11. 27. Again we are told, 
John 1. 18. No Man hath ſeen God: at any time, 
the only begotten Son which is in the Boſom of the Fa- 
ther, be has declared him. Where the only-begotien 
Son of the Father is diſtinguiſh'd from all Men, and 
conſequently from all meer Prophets, as one whole 
peculiar cries. it was to be in the Boſom of the Fa- 
ther, acquainted with all his Councils, and therefore 
capable to declare em. And our Bleſſed Lord, as 
the only-begotten Son of God, plainly equals his own 
Knowledge with the Father's, wh he tells his 
Diſciples, That the Spirit of Truth whom he would 
ſend, ſhou'd glorify him. For (faith he) he ſhall re- 
ceive of mine, and ſhall ſhew it to you. All things that 
the Father hath are mine, therefore ſaid I, that he ſhall 
take of mine, and ſhall ſhew it unto you, John 16. 13, 
I4, IF. And to the like purpoſe our Lord faith, 
John 6. 46. Not that any Man hath ſeen the Father, 
ſave he which is of God, (5 dy Taps. Ts Ges, He that 
hath his Eſſence from God) he hath ſeen the Father. 
And 'tis obſervable that our Bleſſed Saviour gives 
himſelf this Character, 8 oppoſition to the * 
chat 
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that ſaid, Is not this Jeſus the Son of Joſeph, uh 
Father and Mother we know ? How is it then that he 
ſaith, I came down from Heaven? He juſtifies what 
he had ſaid, That he came down from Heaven, and had 
a higher Deſcent than that from his Mother on Earth, 
as the only-begotten Son of God, who had his Eſſence 
from him, and whoſe peculiar Privilege it was to es 
him. So that our Author's only and conſiderable 
Objectian againſt the Obvious Senſe of theſe Paſſages 
appears to be founded on a miſtaken N 
hat the Diſciples inferr'd no more from that Ruom- 
ledge of all things, which they aſcribe to him, than 
that he was the greateſt of VA rent 
And for what our Author ſubjoins at the Conclu- 
fon of this firſt Argument for the Omniſcience of 
Chriſt, © That tho“ Chriſt ſhould be allow'd to know 
C all things which actually are, unleſs he know all Fu- 
6 7urities too, it would not prove his infinite gs es 
I 3 have occaſion to conſider it under the next 
Hcad. 
I ſhall only add, That in that paſſage of the Apo- 
ſtle Peter's, Lord, thou knoweſt all things, thou knows 
eſt that I love thee, tis manifeſt, that the Apoſtle 
infers Chriſt's Knowledge of the hidden Diſpoſition 
of his very Soul towards him, from the boundleſs ex- 
tent of his Knowledge, g. d. The ſecrets of my Heart 
cannot be hid from thee, to whom all things are 
known. And if ſuch all- comprehenſive Knowled 
had not belong'd to our Blefed Saviour, we might 
reaſonably expect that he wou'd have check'd thi 
exceſſive Language of the Apoſtle here, or at leaſt he 
wou'd not have ſo openly countenanc'd and approv'd 
the like Language — the reſt of the Diſciples, as 
he plainly does, John 16. 31. 8 
ut the Language of the Apoſtles will appear no 
way . if we conſider, That our Lord himſelf 
mow fully claims ſuch Omniſcience. But this leads me 
to the 
IId Argument for the Omniſcieuce of Chriſt, drawn 
from thoſe Paſſages of Scripture that aſcribe to oO 
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that Knowledge of the Hearts of Men, which 1s pecu- 
liar to the divine ewe or | 
That the Knowledge of the Hearts of Men is pecu- 
liar to an Omniſcient Being, even to the All-knowing 
God, is evident from ſeveral Paſſages of Scripture. 
It was ſo in the Judgment of the wiſeſt of Men, 

Solomon, as 1s evident from that paſſage in his Pray- 
er at the Dedication of the Temple, when he requeſts, 
That God may give every Supplicant, according to hjs 
Ways, whoſe Heart (faith he) thou knoweft, For thou, 
even thou only, knoweſt the Hearts of all the Children of 
Men, 1 Kings 8. 38, 39. So the Pſalmiſt makes it 
the peculiar Glory of him whoſe Throne is in Hea- 
ven, That his Eyes behold, and his Eye-lids try the Chil- 
dren of Men, Pal. 11. 4. Nay the Pſalmiſt elſe- 
where mentions it as one eminent Inſtance of that 
Knowledge of God, which appear'd to him ſo wonder- 
ful and incomprehen/ible, That he had ſearch'd and 
known him, That be was not only acquainted with his 
ways, but even underſtood bis thoughts afar off, Pal. 
139. 1, 2, 3, &c. And ſure that one paſſage of the 

Prophet Jeremiah is ſufficient to put this matter paſt 
all reaſonable doubt, when he brings in the Bleſſed 

God, aſſuming this to himſelf as the incommunicable 

Privilege and Glory of his. infinite Mind, The Heart 

of Man is deceitful and deſperately wicked, Who can 

know it? g. d. No Creature whatever can pretend to 

ſo marvellous a Knowledge as this. It exceeds the 

limited Capacity of a finitè Mind. The Bleſſed God 


therefore aſſumẽs it to himſelf as his peculiar Perfecti- 


on, I the Lord ſearch the Heart, I try the Reins, 10 
give to every Man according to his ways, and according to 
the fruit of their doings, fer: t7. 9,10. | 
Now that the Scriptures do aſcribe this Anowledve 
of Mens Hearts (which they thus appropriate to God) 
to our Bleſſed Saviour, is no leſs evident: And that 
not only from ſeveral of the Paſſages mention'd be- 
fore, and many others that might be added, but from 
our Lord's expreſs Declaration. The Churches (faith 
he /oall know that I am he, which ſearches the Hearts 
and the Keins, and will give to every Man according to 
| G 2 their 
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their Works, Rev. 2. 23. And the Apoſtle Paul to 
the ſame purpoſe declares, That our Lord Jeſus 
will come to bring the hidden works of Darkneſs to 
Light, and to make manifeſt the Counſels of all Hearts, 
1 Cor. 4. f. | 
Now = wou'd think this Argument to be clear 
and decifive in this Diſpute, when what the great 
Jelovah appropriates to himſelf in the Prophet, Our 
Bleſſed Saviour ſo openly lays Claim to in this remar- 
kable Paſſage. But the Author has offer'd two 
things to take off the force of it, which I muſt 
conſider. : 
To this purpoſe he propoſes to conſider, © 1. 1 i 
« what ſenſe the ſearching and knowing the Heart is pe. 
« culiar to God, and incommunicable to others. 2. Ti ® 
« ſhew, That tho' it be peculiar to God in one ſenſe, ye 2 
in another ſenſe it may be attributed to another that 
4 ts not the moſt High God. boi 
As to the firſt (he faith) * Thy” Solomon /ay, 
* Thou Lord only knoweſt the Hearts of all Men, 
* yet what if I ſay, That tis no wonder that Solo- 
% mon /hou'd not know of any other to whom thai 
* Excellency was Communicated, fince he underſtood or 
« not the Myſtery of the unſearchable Riches and ful 
< neſs of Chriſt, &c. 
Anſw. If our Author think fit to ſay ſo, We ſhall N 
think fit to believe, That Solomon was wi/er then by, 
and deliver'd his Prayer by a diviner Inſpiration that 
22 in his Book. Eſpecially when we find no n 
only other Inſpired Writers concurring with hin 
but even the Bleſſed God appropriating this Know: 
ledge to himſelf, and diſtinguiſhing himſelf thereby *7* 
from all Creatures whatſoever. 
But he adds, 4 That ſuch Expreſſions appropriatii “ 
« ſome Perfections to God do only import, that he hi 
&« »o Equal to him therein, and that they 7 to hin 
cc i an Eminent ſenſe. As when 'tis ſaid God is on 
« wiſe, Rom. 16. 27. God only bath immortalit) 
& 1 Tim. 6. 6. And accordingly, when the Script 
« appropriate the Knowledge of Mens Hearts to Gt 
ce they mean only, That there is none knows the Hear } 
| WHIT 
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« univerſally, ſo immediately and independently as he. 
cc Fo that he reckons we argue but weakly from Chriſt's 
& knowing Mens Hearts, that he is God, unleſt we 
& ſhew that he knows em in the ſame excellent and in- 
& dependent manner and degree as the Father. But for 
& knowing Mens Hearts in a lower ſenſe, by Revela- 
& tion, he tells us, This has been communicated to Pro- 
* phets, and Apoſtles, 2 Kings 6.12. 1 Cor. 12.10. 
“ Acts 7. And this way Chriſt may know 'em much 
&« more. Searching the Heart importing the accuracy 
C of Knowledge, not the manner of attaining it. 

Anſw. That ſome of God's Perfections, as his 
Wiſdom, Power, Knowledge, &c. are communicable, 
I freely grant. But I muſt tell our Author, There 
are ſome Acts flowing from theſe Perfections that 
are peculiar to God, and incommunicable to any 
Created Being. So is that Act of his Power, The 
making a Thing out of nothing. And ſo (if we may 
believe the Scriptures ) is that Ad of the Divine 
Underſtanding, The knowing the Hearts of Men, i. e. 
The knowing em by Immediate Intuition. For as to that 
Knowledge of em that is by Revelation from another, 
or is only Conjectural, it no way belongs to God at 
all, and none doubts but a Prophet or an Apoſtle, or 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus, may thus know the Hearts of 
Men. The Queſtion then is, Whether the Bleſſed 
God have not a peculiar way of Knowing the Hearts 
of Men, viz. by immediate Intuition, that is incom- 


-municable to any other Being? I he have, it muſt 


then be enquir'd, Whether our Lord Jeſus does not 
challenge to himſelf that very way of Anowing the 
Hearts of Men ? That God has a peculiar way of 
Knowing Mens Hearts, viz. Univer/ally, Immed.- 
ately, and Independently, our Author grants: And fo 
muſt any Man that duly conſiders the Abſolute Per- 
tection of the Divine Underſtanding,” and the una- 
voidable Imperfection of a finite Mind. Now E 
wou'd only ask him, Whether the Blefed Cod does 
not intend to aſſert his own peculiar way of ei 
the Hearts of Men, when he faith, I the Lord ſearch 
the Heart and iry the Reins? 'Tis evident that he 

G 3 does 


86 — A VinDIiCaTtION of the 
does ſo, becauſe hereby he repreſents that perfect 
Knowledge of the deceitful Heart of Man, that ab- 
ſolutely diſtinguiſhes him from all Creatures whate- 
ver. The Heart of Man is deceitful above all things, 
&c. Who can know it ? I the Lord ſearch the Hearts, 
&c. Now if theſe Expreſſions repreſent God's pe- 
culiar and perfect way of R Mens Hearts (as 
they muſt do, in order to their diſtinguiſhing him 
from all Created Beings) then that very perfect and 
peculiar way of Knowing Mens Hearts belongs to our 
Lord Jeſus. For our Bleſſed Saviour aſſerts his Know- 
lege in thoſe very Expreſſions, and that in the moſt 
emphatical manner. Our Author, that aſſerts the 
Knowledge of Chriſt's Human Nature to be ſo ex- 
tenſive, will not ſure imagine him to be ignorant 
that the Bleſſed God had by the Prophet Jeremy re- 
reſented his own Univerſal, [mmediate, Independent 
mowledge of the Heatts of Men by theſe Exprefli- 
ons. And yet our Lord Jeſus uſes the fame to ex- 
mar his own a gs. of 'em. Nay he does not 
arely ſay, I ſearch the Hearts, &c. But the Churches 
Hall know that I am he that ſearches the Hearts, &c. 
9. d. I am that Jehovah whom the Prophet there 
deſcribes as the Searcher of the Hearts and Reins, 
Now if our Lord intended to apply this Paſſage of 
the Prophet to himſelf in the Senſe there intended, 
our Point is gain'd, and there is no Room to dif- 
pute his Omniſcience. If he did not, but only intend- 
ed to apply theſe words to himſelf in a lower Senſe, 
(viz. of his Underſtanding 'em by Revelation from 
another, or by probable Conjecture) nay in a Senſe 
that could not agree to the Bleed God, we cannot 
excuſe his words from palpable Blaſphemy, and much 
leſs from the greateſt Imprudence, and Neglect of 
his Father's Honour, ſince they ſo naturally lead all 
that read em to aſcribe to him, whom the Author 
ſuppoſes but a finite Creature, the fame Knowledge 
of Men's Hearts which the Prophet had appropri» 

ted to the great Jehovah before. 

Nay, I may here, to confirm this Argument, add, 
that as the Scriptures aſſign zo Grounds of God's 
| perfect 
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4 perfect and immediate Knowledge of Men's Hearts, | 


Wiz. partly his having made em, (4) and partly his 
Wntimate Preſence with em, (5) So both theſe Grounds 
f it belong to our Bleſſed Saviour. I have already 
ew, that he made em; and he himſelf aſſerts his 
on Omnipreſence, when he promiſes that where two 
bree are gathered together in his Name, he will 
c here in the midſt of em, Matth. 18. 20. See alſo 
th. 18. laſt 1 14. 20, 23. And if it ſhould 
p de pretended that thoſe Texts ſpeak of Chriſt's Spi- 
aal Preſence by the Influences of his Grace, this 
ou'd rather confirm than inyalidate this Proof of 
his wen twp) For as we therefore prove God is 
Wvcry where in reſpect of his Efſence, becauſe he can at 
he lame time exert the power that is inſeparable from 
Wis Eſſence in preſerving and ſuſtaining his Crea- 
Wurcs, and directing or over-ruling their Actions: ſo 
ee may infer, That Chriſt is every where in reſpect 
Wt his Edentia Preſence as God, becauſe he can be 
very where at the ſame time, by his Spiritual In- 
Wucnces and gracious Operations. For chat Spiritu- 
| Virtue is inſeparable from his Eſſence. | 
= Having thus ſhewn, That our Bleed Saviour 
laims the Knowledge of Mens Hearts in the fame + 
nſe in which 'tis aſcrib'd to the Father, I might 
ſtly paſs by all he has offer'd under the 2d Head. 
ut becauſe there are ſeveral Miſtakes in it, that 
Wecd to be rectify'd in order to the clearing this 
zubject, I ſhall briefly conſider it. Therefore, 
Secondly, © There is no Abſurdity (he tells us) in 
* Attributing this Knowledge of the Heart to Jeſus 
* Chriſt, tho" he be not the moſt High God. And 
* to that purpoſe, he argues, That the Object being but 
finite, It does not exceed a finite Capacity to have 
ſuch an Univerſal Knowledge of the Hearts and 
Mays of Men, as is aſcribed to Jeſus Chriſt. 
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(a) See Plalm 33. 15. Pfam 139. 13. Amos 4. 13. 
(6) Jer. 23. 24. | 
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Anſw. The Author ſhou'd have told us, Nhat: 
Knowledge of Men's Hearts and Ways he attributes to 
the Human Soul of Chriſt. Whether that unerring Wl 
Knowledge of 'em by immediate Inſpection and Intui· 
tion which belongs to the Bleſſed God, or only a 
Knowledge of 'em by Revelation, or by probabl: 
Conjefture. If the former, he runs his Head againſt i 
all thoſe numerous Texts foremention'd that appro- 
Yate that immediate Knowledge of the Hearts of 
len to the Bleed God, and plainly robs the Divine 
Underſtanding of what the Scriptures celebrate as in 
incommunicable Privilege and peculiar Glory. I'M 
he mean only the Latter, We are willing to allow 
as much Knowledge of that kind to the Humane Sul 
of Chriſt as can agree to its finite Capacity: And tho 
we cannot preſume to define, how far ſuch a finite 
Capacity can extend, yet we ſee no ground at all to 
extend {it ſo far as our Author ſeems to do. As foil 
Inftance, We can by no means allow, that the 
Humane Soul of Chriſt actually knows all the Yori 
and Yorks, nay all the very Thoughts, and Deſire 
and Purpoſes of all the Men that ever liv'd on thi 
Earth in all the ſeveral Ages of the World. Na 
does the Object of this Univerſal Knowledge being 
finite, prove that it exceeds not the Capacity of ii 
finite Mind. The World it ſelf, as the Object off 
God's Power, is but finite; But yet it requires al 
iafinite Power to make, and ſuſtain, and rule it. 8 
tho' the World as the Object of God's Knowledge h 
but finite, it may require an infinite Mind to com- 
proven all the affairs of it. The Pſalmiſt conclude 
rom God's telling the Number of the Stars, Pſ. 147 
4, J. how much more may we conclude that Un 
derſianding to be infinite, that comprehends at onc 
all the Actions, and the very Thoughts and Pur-W 
row both of Angels and of Men, and that from the 
eginning of the World to this very Moment? Whi 
higher thing can we conceive of the Divine Under 
ſtanding? Nay, if the Author's Argument were go0% 
we cou'd not from the World that is but finite cor 
clule, That the Maker of it is a Being poſe, "Y 
inf 
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finite Perfections. But I take his Suppoſition to 
pe ſo far from being true, that tis more probable 

WS that the minuteſt Creature as truly requires an i»fi- 
. RS ice Mind fully to comprehend, as an infinite Power 


to make it. 

But the Author pretends to E « That we muſt 
« aſcribe ſuch an univerſal Knowledge to Chriſt as 
« Man, Becauſe all Judgment is committed to him, 
&« and that as the Son of Man. And this Kingly 
&« Office by which he rules over all the World, and 
&« takes ſpecial Care of all his Members, as it neceſſa- 
cc rily ſuppoſes his Knowledge of the whole Eſtate of 
cc þjs Church, and every Member of it, as far as is 
« neceſſary for the Diſcharge of that Truſt, ſo it un- 
« Jeniably proves, this large Knowledge to be exerciſed . 
« by him as Man, however be gains it. For fince this 
« Office and Power are given, they cannot terminate 
&« ;n the Divine Nature: For who can give to God any 
« Dignity or Power, who has all originally in his ows 
« Being ? It muſt be then given to the Man or Human 
C Nature only, and conſequently he muſt have all n- 
« quifite Abilities for it. 

Anſw. The Author's Argument turns upon a falſe 
Suppoſition, That this Authority to rule and judge the 
World is committed to Chriſt only as Man: And the 
Text he alledges for it, is ſo far from proving it, 
that it plainly infinuatcs the contrary. 'The Words 
are, The Father hath given him Authority to execute 
Judgment alſo, becauſe he is the Son of Man. "Tis not 
as he is the Son of Man, (as the Author unwarily and 
groundleſly aſſerts). This Authority of executing Fud;= 
ment is the Reward given to the Son of God, for becom- 
ing the Son of Man; and terfninates upon the whole 
of his Perſon as he is God-Mazn, the Incarnate Word 
or Son of God. And if we conſider him as the Hord 
made Fleſh, and contemplate the Fulne/s of the God- 


bead as dwelling Bodily in him, he appears every way 


furniſh'd with ſufficient Abilities for the Execution 
of his Regal Office, in the Adminiſtration of the 
Affairs both of the World, and the Church. 


But 
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But againſt this the Author objects, That if thi: Wl 
& Power be given, it cannot terminate on the Divim 
« Nature; for who can give to God any Dignity 
« gr Power , who has all originally in his own Being? 
Anſw. Both the Father and the Son have the 
Power originally. And as it was the Son's voluntary 
Condeſcenſion to ſuſtain the Character of Mediator, 
ſo was it the Father's voluntary Act to devolve for 
a time all the Exerciſe of this ag ney Power of ru- 
ling and judging the World on his Incarnate Son. 
That the Father judges no Man, but has committed all 
Judgment to the Son, is a temporary Suſpenſion of 
his own Right, and therefore juſtly repreſented as a 
ift The Son acquires hereby no Authority that 
did not originally — to his Divine Nature, but 
he has this Digaty conferr'd on him by a voluntary 
Act of the Father, that the Exerciſe of this Original 
Power is ſolely entruſted (during the preſent State 
of Tryal) in his Hands. And this Privilege the Fa- 
ther was capable of Giving, and the Son of Receiving, 
notwithſtanding his Unity in Eſſence with the Father. 
And indeed were this Authority devolv'd into the 
Hands of a meer Man, we cou'd have no tolerable 
Ground to truſt, either his Capacity of ander ſtanding 
all our particular Concerns, or of adminiſtring ſuita- 
ble Direction, Relief, Aſſiſtance, Comfort and Sup- 
port on all the various Occaſions we have, of apply- 
ing our ſelves to him. Tis true indeed, his Human 
Nature does act its part in the Exerciſe of his Roy- 
al Authority (tho' how far its Power as well as Anow- 
ledge extends, we cannot pretend to determine). But 
tis the Perfections of his Divine Nature, that are a 
full Security to our Faith, that he is capable of be- 
ing (as the Author ſpeaks) a careful, a vigorous, 
an Effettual Head of bis Body, and Ruler of the 
World. | 
For what the Author faith, p. 14. Column 2d, it 
runs wholly upon his own Miſtake of this Authority 
being committed only to Chrif's Human Nature, and 
therefore we are neither concern'd in the Objefiion 


he propoſes to himſelf, nor in his 4/wer to — 
c 
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W He has another Argument to prove, That this Uni- 
% Knowledge belongs to Chriſt, drawn from his 


if 

* ndatbizing Compaſſion towards bis ſuffering Servants, 
„bat ariſing from his own Sufferings on Earth, Heb. 
14 7, 16. Seeing we have not an Hligh-Prieſt, that 
c nnot be touch'd with the Feeling of our Infirmities, 
V aß in all Points tempted as we are, let us there- 


come boldly to the Throne of Grace, &c. 

From thence the Author infers, ( That ſince Chriſt 
can only ſympathize with his diſtreſſed Servants in 
his Human Nature, and cannot ſympathize with em 
in their Troubles without knowing em, he muſt there- 
fore know em all. as Man, or otherwiſe this Ground 
of our Hope and Conſolation in our Approaches to God 
is taken away. 

Anſww. All that thoſe Words of the inſpired Wri- 
r to the Hebrews does neceſſarily import, is only 
is, That our Lord Jeſus having been in our Na- 
re tempted, and had an experimental Senſe of the 
firmities and Miſeries we are liable to, is thereby 
e more capable of being a Compaſſionate Interciſſur 
Ir us. But they do by no means import, that he 
Wis ſuch a proper Sympathy with every diſtreſſed 
WE hriſtian, as we have with an afflicted Friend (for 
Nat were inconſiſtent with the perfect Felicity and 
y of his exalted State) and conſequently they im- 
rt not, that as Man he knows all their particular 
liſcries. "Tis ſufficient that his Divine Nature diſ- 
rns all their particular Diſtreſſes, and the Remem- 
rance he has of his own Sufferings in our Nature, 
enders him a compaſſionate and earneſt Interceſſor 
r'em. Tho” ſhou'd we allow ſuch a Knowledge 
t their preſent particular Caſes to be communicated 
his Human Nature by Revelation from the Divine, 
hat is united to it, I do not ſee that this wou'd at 
ll prove, That an univerſal Knowledge of all things 
ſt as well as preſent, may be communicated to his 
1uman Nature: And much leſs wou'd it prove that 
mediate Knowledge of Mens Hearts to belong to 
um, which he ſo plainly aſcribes to himſelf. 


And 
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And for the Authorities he produces, he is har 
put to it, when he 1s forc'd to ſhelter his own Op- 
nion of the Univerſal Knowledge of Chriſt's Huna 
Nature, under the Covert of that abſurd Doctrine of 
the Lutherans, concerning the Ubiquity of it. They 
are Opinions well match'd, and we ſhall entertain 

both of em, when we have renounc'd our Reaſon x 
well as our Bibles. 

And if he like their Company, we fhall not emy 
him the Honour of ranking himſelf with thoſe two 
Patriarchs of Alexandria and Rome, Eulogius and Greg. 
ry, if they cou'd no better confute the Agnoetæ than hi 
Citations from them wou'd argue they did: But 

ſince he directs us not where to find 'em, I ſhal 
not be at the needleſs Pains of ſecking em to ng 


But for the three later Authorities he quotes 
Mr. Baxter's is nothing to 2 as were ea 
to ſhew if it were to our preſent purpofe. Wha 
he cites from the Author of the Future State, Lin. 
borch, and from Dr. Goodwin, does not aſcribe to 
Chriſt's Human Soul fo. Univer ſat a Knowledge as b 
does, and particularly not the Knowledge of Men 
Hearts, about which the Diſpute chiefly lies. And 
thoſe Authors never perverted their rr Ha Specu- 
lations about the Extent of the Knowledge of Chritt' 
Human Underſtanding, to rob him of the Glory o 
his Divine; to which alone, as I have ſhewn, that 
glorious Character can belong, of ſearching the Heart 
and the Reins. 

Having thus prov'd the Omniſcience of our Bleſes 
Saviour, I proceed 
II. To examine hat the Author has alledg'd 1 
| 7 8 us that our Lord Jeſus does diſclaim this Per. 
q ection. 

And for that he has but one Text to lay in the 
Ballance againſt all the Paſſages J have already men- 
tion'd and vindicated ; and that is from Mark 1}: 
32. Of that Day knows no Man, no not the Angels 
f Heaven, nor the Son, but the Father. And to th 
Text the Author ſlily but difingenuouſly _ x 

| | atncr 
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W7.ther only, when there is no ſuch limiting Clauſe 
In the Text it ſelf, but only at Matth. 24. 36. Now 
rom this Text the Author thus argues, “ Here the 
Fon profeſſes bis Knowledge to be limited, and infe- 
Wc „iar to tbe Father's, i. e. The Son of the Father, or 
« Fon of God; the Son as above Angels in Know- 
« kedge, the Son in the moſt eminent Senſe. Now bow 
« ig zt poſſible, the Son ſbou'd be God infinite, and yet 


2.8 A 


Wy << have but a finite Underflanding ? &c. 
Wo Anſw. The Author is very unhappy in his arguing 
of from ſeveral Texts, without ever conſulting the Con- 
ll FOIA (a has already appear'd in ſeveral Inſtances) and 
he is ſo in this. For if he pleaſe to look into it, he 


will find, that our Saviour does there deſcribe him- 
ſelf in his final Appearance, (when he ſhall come in 
the Clouds with great Power and Glory, and fhall fend 


cy is Angels to gather his Eleft from the four Winds, from 
be uttermoſt part of the Earth, to the uttermoſt part 

ha Heauen) not as the Son of God, but as the Son o 

in. Man, at v. 26. And therefore we have all poſſible 
oi reaſon to underſtand him here ſpeaking of himſelf at 
1 v. 32. under the ſame Character and Confideration. 
en 


And even under that Character he may well enough 
ſpeak of his Kzowledge (in the Divine Counſels to- 
wards Mankind) as ſuperior to that of Angels, and 
ſpeak of God as his Father, without ſpeaking of 
himſelf as the Son in the moſt eminent Senſe. 

Our Author being aware of this, exclaims againſt 
this An/wer, as a meer Subterfuge, and Popular E- 
vaſion, which he intends to lay open the Vanity of. 
And to that purpoſe he offers ſeveral Remarks. 

Before he enters on thoſe Remarks, he demands, 
& What Intimation of any ſuch Diſtinction of two Na- 


ey * fures, we can point him to in theſe Diſcourſes of 
& Chriſt ? | XS 

the Anſw. I have — ſhewn him, That in the Paſ- 

2 ſage he alledges againſt the Omnipotence of Chriſt, he 


13. does diſtinguiſh between his being the Sox of God, 

n and the Son of Man. That the Paſſage he alledges 

b 2gainſt his abſolute Goodneſs is not to the Fe 
| | A 


94 A V1NnDICATION of the © 


And for this alledg'd againſt his Omniſcience, the 
Context clearly limits the Senſe of it. And ſince the 
Diſtinion of his #wo Natures is elſewhere clearh 
aſſerted, (See John 1. 14. Rom. 9. 7. 1 Tim. 3. 16, 
and ſeveral other Places) there is no need it ſhoul, 
be repeared on every Occaſion. 
I come therefore to conſider his Remarks. And, 
I. He objects, ( That our Bleſſed Lord Jeſus, if 
& himſelf was the 'Supreme God in any Nature of hi 
„ own, cou'd not have ſaid ſuch things in any conſiften 
& cy with Truth and Sincerity. He cou'd not ſay, H. 
did not know the Thing he did know. For tho" ur 
& ſhou'd ſuppoſe that he conſiſted of two infinitely di. 
& ſtinct Natures, and ſo had to Capacities of Kno- 
& ledge; yet ſince himſelf includes both, it follows, that 
© the denying a Thing of himſelf in abſolute Terms, if 
& without any Limitation in the Words, or obvious Cir- 


* 


& cumſtances, does plainly imply a Denial of its belong | | 


© ing to any part of its Perſon, or to any Nature in i. 
“% For tho" I may affirm a thing of a Man that belong il 


c only to a part of him, yet I cannot juſtly deny a thin 1 | 


4 of him which belongs to one part, becauſe it belongs nit Ml 
© to another. As I cannot ſay, A Man is not wound: 
* ed, becauſe tho" one Arm be ſhot or wounded, tht 
©. other is whole. 

Anſw. I might here juſtly ſuggeſt to our Author, 
how unreaſonable it is to meaſure all our Lord's Ex- 
preſhons, concerning himſelf, by what may or may 
not be ſaid of a meer Man For that is to beg the 
Queſtion, and take it for granted, Fhat there is no 
ſuch Union of two infinitely diſtinẽt Natures in him, 
as we judge to be clearly reveal'd in the Scriptures. 
And the Author has ſaid nothing to refute Argu- 
ments we draw for it from ſuch Paſſages as thoſe fore- 
mention'd, Foh. 1. 14. Rom. g. 7. 1 Tim. 3. 16. Col. 
2. 9. where he is ſtiled, The Word made Fleſh, ile 
Seed of the Fathers according to the Fleſh, and yet God 
bleſſed for evermore, God manifeſted in the Fleſh, Ont 
in whom the Fulneſi of the Godhead dwells bodily, But 
to convince our Author that he is miſtaken in his 


Suppolition, That nothing can be deny'd of a oh 
/ 
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that * 8 any fart of him, I ſhall y_ him a pa- 


rallel Inſtance, relating to our Bleed Lord, in which 
he denies ſomething of himſelf, without any expreſs 
1 WM Limitation, which yet belongs to him, in reſpect of 
None of his Natures. Thus our Ble/#d Saviour, ſpeak- 


ing of his approaching Aſcenſion, at Joby 17. 11. 
ſalth, And now 1 am no more inthe World, and I come 
o thee, &c. And again at Matth. 26. 11. Te bave 
he Poor always with you, but Me ye have not always. 
ere our Lord, without any expreſs Limitation, aſ- 
ſerts, That he ſhou'd upon his Aſcenſion be no more 
in the World, and they ſbou'd not have him with them 
2/ways, But this is only true with reſpect to his Hu- 
man Nature, and Bodily Preſence, and by no means true 

in reſpect of his Divine Nature, and the Spiritual E- 
ergy and Preſence of that: For our Lord elſewhere 
Nells his Diſciples, Lo, I am with you to the End of 
be World, Mat. 28. 20. Nay he has promis'd, that 
rbere two or three are gather'd togethey in bis Name, 
e ſuvill be in the midſt of em, Mat. 18. 20. Nay he 


as aſſur'd every particular Chriſtian, that the Father 
He will come and make their Abode with him, John 
10! I 4 23. So that our Author might upon his Suppoſi- 
ei Pn, as reaſonably charge our Bleed Lord with Inſin- 
1 


erity, in 2 without Limitation, his being in 
he World, and with his Diſciples, when in reſpect of 


None of his Natures he ſhou'd be fill in the IM urid and 
K. 21th them, as he charges him with /u/incerity here, 
en Suppoſition he had a Divine Nature in which he 
the Wow the Day of Judgment. | 

no WF If the Author pretend, that in the Paſſages I al- 
m, ledge, tho' there be no Limitations in the Words, 
res. Net there is in the obvious Circumſtances, which 


confine our Lord's Meaning to his Bodily Preſence as 
Man, I grant it. And —_ the ſamg to alledge 


7ol. ere; for the Context here does more expreſly limit 
the lis Words to his Human Nature, by giving him that 
70% Appellation of the Sz of Man that belongs only to 
One s Human Nature, and cannot fo refer to any præ- 


exiſtent Nature that belong'd to him. So that the 
ords, as the Context leads us to expound *cm, are 
| the 
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the ſame as if they had run, Of that Day and How 
knoweth no Man, No not the Angels, which are in 
Heaven, Nor the Son of Man chimſelt, that ſhall then 
fo gloriouſly appear) but the Father. And if the 
Author ſhou'd here demand, How comes the Son of 
Man (if the words be limited to him) to be put be- 
fore the Angels, as ſuperior to them in Knowledge? 
FE anſwer, ” juſtly z becauſe, as the Son of Ma 
he had the Spirit without meaſure, and did tranſcend 
the Angels in the Knowledge of the Counſels and 
Will of God relating to the Salvation of the Soni 
of Men. He was in that Nature the principal Meſ- 
ſenger of the Father, to reveal his Mind to us, not 
only above all other Prophets, but above Angels too 
who never brought ſo clear and full a Declarationdif 
the Divine Will as he has done. It appears there. 
fore that our Lord does not deny without any Lim-W 
tation, That he knew not, what he knew in anoth 
Nature: For the Context ſufficiently limits his deni 
to his Humane Nature. } 

4 But our Author parallels the Caſe with that fi 
« Man who having two Eyes, ſhuts one, and keeps th 
„ other open, and then denies, without Limitation, thi 
& he ſaw ſuch a one with whom he conversd, mea 
« ing, That he ſaw him not with the Eye that uu 
“ ſhut, tho" he ſaw him with the Eye that was open 
&« And as ſuch a One wou'd be taken for a Liar or D. 
« rceiver, ſo he thinks we vertually fix this Imputation 
„ on our Bleſſed Lord, by ſuppoſing, that having tw 
« knowing Capacities, he denies his knowing that ab{l 
« lately and indefinitely, which he does know accoraing 
to one of theſe Capacities. 

Anſw. One would think, that the Author ſhut bol 
bis Eyes in drawing this Parallel: For his Argumem 
proceeds upon a falſe Suppoſition, both in Anatom) 
and Philoſophy, and Divinity. 
He goes upon a falſe Suppoſition in Anatomy and er 
Philoſophy, That a Man has two Viſive Pow" 
(anſwerable to the two knowing Capacities, which wn Was 
ſuppoſe in the Son of God, and the Son of Man) be 


cauſe he has z2wo Eyes. But this all Anatomifts 
de 
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tell him is a palpable miſtake: For there is one com- 
mon Senſory, where all the Nerves meet z and be- 
ſides this, the Optick Nerves have a peculiar meet- 
ing-place, long before they come at this common 
Centre. And therefore we underſtand from ſound 
Philo/ophy, that tho' there be variety of Organs ſubſer- 
vient to Senſation, yet there is but one common Senſory 
or diſcerning Principle. It is not the Eye or Nerve 
ſees, but the Senſitive Soul that reſides where all theſe 
Organs meet: And ſince that ſees whether one Eye 
or both be open, it were a down - right Falſhood to 
ſay, I ſaw not a Man, becauſe I only ſaw him with 
one Eye. But the Caſe is quite different where there 
are two knowing Principles belonging to two diffe- 
rent Natures or Minds, the one Finite, the other 
Infinite. So that the Author's Simile is lame of 
one Foot, or (to ſpeak in his own Strain) winks 
wo one Eye; for the Foundation of his Parallel 
"5 $ 

But he goes on as falſe a Suppcſition in Divinity, 
viz. That our Lord abſolutely and indefinitely denies 
his knowing the Day of Judgment. But this I deny, 
and till he tear the 26th ver. out of the Chapter, the 
Context will, againſt all the Subtlety he can uſe, li- 
mit our Lord's Denial to one of his — Capa- 
cities only, viz. To that which bclong'd to him as 
the Son of Man. c 

But the Author argues, That if Chriſt had a Di- 
e vine Nature and Knowledge, no doubt his Diſci- 
* ples (who, if any Body, muſt be ſuppoſed to believe it) 
* diretted the Queſtion to that, rather than to the in- 
perfect Humane Capacity. And yet in Anſwer to it, 
« he ſays, He knew not that Day, &c. 

Anſw. What he faith, No Doubt of, J poſitively 
dem, That on Suppoſition the Diſciples believ'd the 
Divine Nature an Knowledge of Chriſt, they di- 
retted their 2 to that, rather than to bis imper- 
fett Humane Capacity. For they knew, that Chrift 
Was in our Nature the Father's Meſſenger and Pro- 
phet, and as ſuch cou'd declare no more to em, 
than what was revealed to his Humane Underſtand- 

H ing, 
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ing, and what he had Inſtructions from the Fu- 
ther to make known to 'em : And therefore ne- 
ver ex d to learn from him, all that the Eterna 
Mord knew, but only all that it pleaſed to impart to 
his Humane Underſtanding for their Inſtruction and 
ification. They addreſs'd their Enquiry to him 

as the Son of Man, and as a Prophet and Teacher ſent 
from God, and expected to learn no more from him, 
than what he cou'd in that Capacity inform 'em of. 
And accordingly, our Lord, in anſwer to their Que 
ſtion, tells 'em, and that ſincerely, he knew it not. 
And does it argue any Inſincerity in the Man Chrif 
Feſus, to deny his Knowledge of it, becauſe that 
Eternal Mord that was united to the Humane Na- 
ture (but yet was a Being entirely diſtinct from it, 
and cou'd communicate more or leſs of Light and 
Knowledge to the Humane ny roy at its own 
free Pleaſure) knew ? There is no Shadow of Guile iſ 
or Inſincerity in it. l 
But the Author is pleas'd further to el this i 
Caſe with that of a Popiſh Prieſt, Who being exa- 
« min'd about what he has known by Confeſſion, ſaith 
& he knows it not, and vindicutes bimſelf by ſaying, 
ce That the Prieſs in Confeſſion knows matters only 
c as God, and not as Man, therefore he may deny that it 
cc he knew 'em, meaning as Man. This, the Authir 
&« tells us, Dr. Stillingfleet cenſures as abſurd, Bt: 
« "cauſe to ſay he does not know, is as much as to fa), | 
he does not any way know. Now faith the Au- 
c thor, I this be a good Anſwer againſt the Papilts, 
„ as no doubt it is, Then ſure tis ſo in the preſent Caſt. 
& Therefore when Chriſt ſays, he knows not the Day if 
Judgment; Tis as much as to-ſay, He does not . 


« ny way know it. And conſequently tis a vain Shift - 
« to ſay, It was as Man only., Je muſt beware, l M 


« we bring the Holy Jeſus under ſuch Reproach for E. 
ec qui vocation, as the Romiſh Prieſis Iye under, and 
© make the Jeſuits themſelves think they have a good 
<« Title to that Name, by imitating herein his own Ex 
« ample, which in this very Inſtance they alledge with 
« /o great Advantage, according to this —_—— 

| | 1 u. 
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Anſw. The futhor'is very —_— the choice 
of his Parallels. For can any thing be more unrea- 
ſonable and abſurd than to parallel a Remiſh Prieſt 
that has but One Under flanding or Knowing Capaci- 
ty, with our Bi ge Saviour, in whom we ſuppoſe 
two infinitely diſtindt Natures, and two fo diſtinct 
Underſtandings, the one finite, the other infinite ? Now 
I have ſhewn him the Caſe is plainly thus, 'The Di- 
ſciples enquire of the Son of Man, as the great Pro- 
het ſent by the Father, concerning the Day of 
Fodoment: (And I have already ſhewn him, That 
tho' we ſuppoſe 'em to believe the Union of his 
Humane Nature to the Eternal Word, they had no 
reaſon to addreſs their Dy to him under that 
higher Character.) He, the Son of Man, and that 
moſt truly, tells em, he knew it not. For the Man 
Chriſt Feſus, to whom alone they addreſs'd their En- 
quiry, no way knew it himſelf, and much leſs had it 
in his Inſtructions to reveal to them. And what tho' 
che Eternal Mord, which had affumed the Humane 
Nature, Aue i:? Is it any Equivocation for the Son 
of Man to deny his Knowledge of it, when he realy 
never had that Knowledge imparted to him? 1s 
chere any thing in this Cafe parallel to the Prieſt's 
denying his Knowl of whathe does really know, 
and Grin it by ridiculouſly pretending, That in 
Confeſſion he knows matters only as God ? when he has 
but one Nature, and one Underſtanding, and is no 
more truly Cod, than the Author believes our Ble/- 
ed Saviour himſelf to be. And therefore for the Au- 
thor upon ſo groundleſs an Occaſion to tell us, Thar 
our Interpretation enables the Jeſuits to _ our 
Saviour's Example to countenance their vile Prattice of 
Equivocation with great Advantage, argues ſo great a 
defect both of true Judgment, and of that Hmility 
that becomes any Man that oppoſes the common 
Faith of Chriſtians, nay ſo great Irreverence to our 
Bleſſed Saviour himſelf, that I cannot let it pals with- 
out expreſſing ſome juſt diſlike of it: And hope the 
author will upon ſecond 3 wüh 1o iuderen: 
2, ö 
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a Paſſage had never ſlip'd from his Pen in ſo ſerious 


I proceed to his W bd 
2d Remark. © As a farther Evidence, (faith he) 
ce That Jeſus Chriſt intended no ſuch Diſtinction of tuo 
« Natures as is pretended, Tis te be obſerv'd, That be 
« puts not the Diſtinction between the Son of Man and 
« the Eternal Word (as ſome ſpeak) but between the 
&« Son and his Father. Not the Son knows, but only 
&« the Father, Mark 13. 32. (a) By which tis plain, 
« He had no thought of including any Perſon or Natur 
&« of his own among the Excepted. For whatever was 
c not the Father, he ſays, was ignorant of that Day. 
C Now 'tis certain, that in no Nature was the Son the il 
« Father, and conſequently where none but the Father i 
& knows, None who is not the Father can be intended. 
And ſince our Lord was making an Exception in tht 
& Caſe, he wou'd not have {ore to except the Eterna 5 
e = 


&« Word too, if there had been ſuch a Divine Prind . 
&« ple in himſelf, equal to the Father and diſtinct fn 
&« him. For tis @ known Rule that an Exception fron il 
dA general Aſſertion confirms it to other Inſtances au 
« Excepted. | 4-4 4 
Anſw. The Father is here conſider'd as the Di- 
enſer of all Divine Revelations: And under that 
otion he is oppos'd, Not to the Eternal Mord ii 
Holy Spirit that are One in Eſſence and Underſtand 
ing with himſelf, But to thoſe whom the Fath» il 
employs as his Meſſengers to reveal his Will to Men 
And fo the Father is here oppos'd, Not only to al 


diverſe manners to the Fathers, Heb. 1. 1.) but to the 
Angels, nay to the Son of Man himſelf the 
of Prophets, and the moſt Eminent Meſſenger het. 
ver ſent. But our Author pretends, &“ That our Lui 
c ſays, Whatever was not the Father was ignorant 
&© of that Day. Now he argues, That in no Natit 


=  * > © ET» 
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(a) Here again he cites the Text wrong, for tis, Not the 5m % 
Anſa 
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nſw. Our Saviour faith no ſuch thing, as That 
whatever was not the Father, was ignorant of that Day : 
Unleſs the Author means by batever was not the 
Father, the ſame as, Whatever was a Being in Na- 
ture and Eſſence diſtinct from the Father. And then 
I deny, That the Son of God is in no Nature, the 
ſame Being in reſpect of his Efſence with the Fa- 
ther. So that all the Author's Ar t turns up- 
on this, That that Phraſe he Father only, at Matth. 
24. 36. muſt of Neceſſity exclude, not only all 
whom God employs as his Meſſengers to Men (which 
we freely t) but even the Eternal Word and Ho- 
ly Spirit (tho* the ſame in Nature and Eſſence with 
himſelf.) But this I deny, and ſhall ſhew him in an 
Inſtance or two the Abſurdity of. I might urge a4 
hominem all thoſe Paſſages where the Unitarians will 
not allow the word Only, to exclude all others ex- 
cept the Subject to which it is apply d. Thus when 
Solomon faith of God, Thou, even thou only, knoweſt the 
Hearts of the Children of Men; our Author himſelf 
preſumes to except our Bleſſed Saviour, tho accord- 
ing to his Opinion only a dignify'd Creature. So 
when our Saviour ſaith, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord 
thy God, and him only fhalt thou ſerve, Matth. 4. 10. 
the Author, I preſume, will freely own, that only 
there does not, exclude our Bleſſed Saviour, nor diſ- 
charge us from our Obligation to ſerve him, tho” 
he be not in his Opinion the God there ſpoken of. But 
I ſhall chuſe rather ſuch Inſtances as are more un- 
exceptionable. Thus, our Saviour faith, at Matth. 
II. 27. None knows the Son but the Father: (For ſo 
87s ſhou'd be render'd.) But wou'd any wiſe Man 
trom thence argue, That none that is not the Father 
knows the Son, and therefore, the Son (who is in no 
nature the Father) does not know himſelf. So at John 
6. ver. 46. we read, Not that any one buy or: vs hath 
ſeen the Father, ſave he that is of God, he hath ſeen 
the Father. But will any Man thence conclude, 
That the Father hath not ſeen (or what is the ſame, 
has not known) himſelf ? 


H z To 


roz A VinoTICATION of e 
To this the Authur ſeoms to reply, in what he adds 


under this Head, 


e fil they Jay, That by the Father is meant all 
&« three Perſons here, viz. Father, Son, and Holy 
&« Ghoſt? Y/hat, can the Father, as oppos'd to the Son, 


© be put for the Father and the Son? Mat woful 


&« work will this make with Scripture, too dpp/e that 
&© what are oppoſed to each other, do include each other, 
« under the very Characters by which they are oppoſed, 
&« As well may they Jay, Th#t in the Baptiſma] Form, 
& by the Father is meant Father, Son and Spirit, bo 
« he be diſtinguiſo d from the other two. And I ſbou d 
&« deſpair of ever under handing the Scriptures, above all 
«© Books that were ever written, at this rate of Jnter« 
% pretation. No doubt therefore but the Father as - 


(c pos'd to the Son, excludes. all that is the Son, and 


& then there cou'd be no Son of God, that knew of 
that Day, which only the Father knew of, and 
o conſequeiztly, No Son that is equal to God the Fa 

Anſw. All this confident Reaſoning is built on this 
Miſtake. that runs thro' the whole, That the F- 
ther is oppos'd to the Sax on whatever account that 
Title is given to him. But I have ſhewn him the 
Context leads us plainly to expound it of the Son of 
Man. And if we ſo expound it, all his Argument 
is over- turn'd and loſt, We underſtand by the Fa- 
ther the Firſt of the Sacred Three, the Diſpenſer of 
all Divine Revelations, and not as he pretends, the 
Fatber, Word, and Holy Spirit. But we ſuppoſe the 
Father here oppos'd, not to the Eternal Word and 
Holy Spirit, that are One in Eſſence and Knowledge 
with himſelf. Not to the Holy Spirit, for he bel 
where ſaid to ſearch the deep things of God, and to know 
'em, as the Spirit of a Man does thoſe of a Man, 1 Cor. 
2. 10, 11, Not to the Eternal Word, for he faith 
elſewhere, All things that the Father has are mint, 
Therefore ſaid I, he ſhall take of mine, and ſball ſhew 
it unto you, John 16. 157. The Father is therefore on- 
ly oppoſed to all whom he imploys as his Mefengers, 
to Prophets, to Angels, to the Son of Man 2 1 
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And now, let the Author apply this to his Argu- 
nent. No doubt the Father as oppoſed to the Son, 
Wi. e. to the Son of Man, as the Context expounds it) 
Wexcludes all that is the Son (i. e. all that is the Son of 
Mr.) But if he infer, Then there could be no Son 
Wo} God, that knew of that Day, which the Father 
as oppoſed to Prophets, Angels, and the Son of 
an) knew of; Where is the Conſequence ? Or 
whence ariſes the mighry Difficulty of 3 
his Paſſage according to our Interpretation, unleſs 
t be from his own violent Inclination to pervert it? 
I come to his | 
za Remark. © That Interpretation muſt needs be 
unjuſt, which if admitted, [will make all, even the 
© moſt plain Speech uncertain, and utterly inſignificant : 
As this Interpretation of Chriſt's Words wou'd do. 
For laskthe Patrons of this Opinion, In what Words 
Jeſus Chriſt cou'd in brief have denied himſelf to be 
* God moſt High, if he had a mind to it, more plain and 
© full than theſe, in which he ſaith, He knew not all 
* things as the Father did, nor cou'd do all things, 
* &c. So would fain have em ſhew me, What 
* Words of that nature he could have uſed, which 
„ the ſame way of Interpretation, as they here uſe, will 
* not evade and make infignificant ? For had he ſaid 
and worn in plain Words thus, viz. I tell you, I 
an not the Supreme God, and none but my Fa- 
W* thor has that Clary; they wou d upon the ſame Rea- 
/n have ſaid, this was to be underſtood as Man on- 
* ly, Wc. So that I may ſafely ſay thus much, That 
* the Bleſſed Jeſus has declar'd himſelf, not to be the 
* Supreme God, or Equal to the Father, as plainly as 
* Mords could ſpeak, or in brief expreſs. And that 
C this Declaration made by him already is not to be e- 
0 vaded, any other way, than what wild make it im- 
. Poſſible his Mind fhow'd be declar'd by any Words he 
E could have deſignedly uſed in the matter. Let any 
.“ ) this, if it do not hold true. And ſure it muft 
8 be an abſurd way of Interpretation, which" leaves a 
: Man no Opportunity or Power of Speaking his Mind 
Plain), [a as to be underſtood. 
H 4 Anſw. 
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only a Creature, and no way God over all, bleſſed ffi 


Power in any Nature that belongs to me, of giving 
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Anſw. IJ have recited this Remark at large, not 
ſo much for any Strength of Argument it contaim 
as to take this Occaſion to remind the Author tha 
more Humility would become him. For I do na if 
altogether deſpair to make him ſenſible that hil 
Confidence in this Paragragh is exceſſive, and beyond if 
all due Meaſure of Sobriety and Modeſty. I 

To this Purpoſe I muſt remind him that I hav 
already ſhewn, that our Bleſſed Saviour does not di- 
claim the Power of doing all things, but on the con 
trary aſſerts it, when he ſaith, That whatever thin 
the Father does he does the ſame likewiſe. And tha 
he does not diſclaim his ab/olute Goodneſs at all. Anil 
for this Paſſage that refers ro his Omniſcience, I hav 
ſhewn him from the Context it amounts to no mon 
than this, That the Son of Man knew not of the Dyfi 
of Judgment. And now our Author asks the Pr 
trons of this Opinion concerning the Deity MM 
Chriſt, “ In what Words Feſus Chriſt could have di 
« ny'd himſelf to be the moſt High God, if he had 
« Mind to do it, more plain and full than theſe, au 
«© not to be evaded the ſame Way? x | 

Auſw. He might have done it moſt eafily, hai 
he ſaid, I am in no Senſe whatever the Supreme C 
I came of the Father according to the Fleſh, and ani 
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I: 
evermore. I never created all things, nor have th 


Being to the leaſt Grain of Sand or Spire of Grab 
much leſs to all things viſible and invijible, &c. Gu 
indeed ſearches the Hearts and the Reins, but I cu 
no Way do it, and know 'em only by Revelatis 
from him, or by probable Conjecture. God may it 
deed diſplay his Perfections in my human Natur: 
but T am not my ſelf God manifeſted in the Fleſh; 
nor does any of thoſe divine Perfections belong t0 
me, much leſs does the Fulne/s of the Godhead dui 
bodily in me. I am only the Word as the Meſſenge 
of God, but never was in the Beginning with 6 
much leſs was Cod, or made any of his Works, bein 
only a Man and a Creature like your ſelves. * 
yo 
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ou muſt worſhip and ſerve God only, you muſt by no 
5 give Worſhip and Homage to me, to whom 
no Reſpect is to be paid but what muſt be given to 
a dignißh'd Creature, and infinitely differs from what 
W muſt be given to ſuch an infinite Being as God, to 
whoſe Excellency and Honour I never pretended : So 
that you muſt upon Peril of /dolatry beware of Ho- 
nouring me (even in my higheſt Capacity) as ye ho- 


, tbe Father. All thoſe Paſſages of the Old Te- 


ſtament which ſpeak concerning the God of Iſrael, 
if any of my Diſciples apply 'em to me, muſt be 
underſtood by Way of meer Accommodation, and not 
as implying me to be indeed that Bleſſed Fehovab 
there ſpoken of, And now let the Author try his 
Skill, how he will evade all theſe Declarations a- 
gainſt the true Deity of Chriſt the ſame Way that 
we evade this Text, that no Man knows of that Day, 
or Hour, nor the Angels, nor the Son, but the Father ? 
We aſſert, that the Context expounds our Lord's 
Words concerning him as the Son of Man. But for 
Chriſt to ſay, That the Son of Man knows not the 
Day of Judgment, is no Denial at all of its being 
known to the Eternal Word to whom the Human 
Nature was united. But theſe Declarations I have 
laid down are not to be ſo evaded; and yet the Au- 
thor is the more concern'd to make good his Chal- 
lenge, becauſe the Scriptures have aſſerted the quite 
contrary to the foregoing Declaration in the cleareſt 
and plaineſt Expreſſions; ſo that his Argument rather 
turns upon himſelf, and he will find himſelf harder 
put to 1t to ſhew us, in what plainer Words the 
Supreme Deity of Chriſt could have been deliver'd 
by or inſpired Writers, than thoſe I have now men- 

ton'd, 
0 But our Author has not done. I therefore paſs to 
Is 
4th Remark; < This Way of Interpretation, (faith 
* he) which they are neceſſitated to for upholding their 
- © Cauſe does plainly overthrow it, and may be turned 
* againſt themſelves. For it may be ſaid, according to 
© it, that Jelus is not God, without adding any 
% more. 
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„% more. Nay, a Man may ſay his Creed backward ; 
« and fince the Apoſtles Creed takes notice of nothing 
* to be believ'd concerning Chriſt, but what belong 


& to his Manhood, (which is very ftrange, if thin 
« were any Articles relating to his Divinity, which 


„ muſt needs be moſt important) One may venture t 
deny em all with this ſecret Reſerve, viz. Meaning 
« it of the Divine Nature. So one may ſay, I beliew 
not that ſeſus Chriſt was conceived of the Holy 
« Ghoſt, Ge. = ei 
Anſw. The Reader muſt be put in mind, that our 
Aut bor has proved nothing by juſt Conſtruction, 
but that the Son of Man denies his knowing the Day 
Judgment. But will it thence follow, that we 
may fay, in Conſiſtency with our Opinion, that Je 
ſus Chriſt is not God? By no means: It will only fol 
low, that we may ſafely ſay the Son of Man is mt 
God. And under that Reſtriction no Chriſtian thinks 
him to be ſo. So on the orher Hand, it will not 
follow that we may ſay, Jeſus Chrift was not con- 
cerved of the Holy Ghoſt, nor born of the Virgin Mary, 
nor /uffer'd under Pontius Pilate, c. Burt only that 
we may ſay, the Eternal Word or the Divine Nature 
was not conceiv'd of the Holy Ghoſt, nor born of tht 
Virgin Mary, Sc. and under that Reſtriction the 


Aſſertion would be true. So that this Objection is Ml 


. a © * 4 — * % — . 
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not founded on our Way of interpreting the Texts 


which the Author refers to, but on his own Miſre- 


preſentation of it. But I muſt, before I diſmiſs i | 


this Remark, ask the Author, How he comes ſo con- 
fidently ro aſſert, . That the Apoſtles Creed taks 


c notice of nothing to be believed concerning Chriſt, | 


« but what relates to his Manhood? Does he think 
the Compilers thought him no more than a Man, 
when they fay, I believe in Jeſus Chriſt, his only Son 
out Lord? Has he anſwer'd either Dr. Barrow or 


Dr. Pierſon on the Creed, who undertake to prove, 
that the Scriptures give him that Title and Chari: 
Eter on the Account of his Divine Nature? and 
who have ſhewn, that his being call'd the Son of 
God on other Accounts is common to bim _ 7 

| chers! 
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\ers? And that fo far as tis appropriated to him, 
y his being called his only, or only-begorten Son) it 
bes as truly import his Participation of the Divine 
fature, as his being call'd the Son of Man imports 
participation of the Humane? Or can he produce 
Wy of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, that underſtood that 
itle to be the Deſcription of no more than a Dig- 
5˙ Creature? Or has he anſwer'd what Dr. I hit- 
bas produc'd to the contrary out of thoſe Fa- 
cis (a)? Till he do this, one would think it would 
come him better to be a little more modeſt and 
ry in his Aſſertions. His laſt and 

th Remark is, It weighs ſomething with me in 
Oppoſition to this Way of Interpretation, that the E- 
vangeliſts never take, Orcaſion (when they had fo 
many) to ſubjoin any Caution againſt taking Chriſt's 
Words in their obvious Senſe, when he ſaith, He 
did not know the Hour, Sc. F our Lord had 
% Mind to reveal his Divinity, (tho I ſee not why 


* 
ws. 
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not N he /hould deny it thus) yet ſure the Apoſtles, who 
0-8 wrote ſo many Years after, and whom it concerned 
o reveal all important Truths moſt clearly, would 
hat not have failed to ſet the Reader right, by removing 
ur By /uch obvious Ohjections as theſe are againſt the Su- 
the biene Deity of Chriſt, and ſaying, that be ſpake 
oy 1 — ouly of his Manhood, That he knew not all things, 

of | 
I Anſw. I have ſhewn him, that our Lord himſelf 
re. s in the Paſſage he ſo much inſiſts on, ſav'd his 


Wes the Labour of adding ſuch a Caution, by 
ving us the Caution himſelf. He has there in the 


ts ontext deſcrib'd himſelf as the Son of Man that 
10 all come in the Clouds with great Glory, and ſaid of 


mſelf under that Character, That he knew not the 
Day and Hour of that his glorious Appearance, but 
e Father, who has the Times and Seaſons (of thoſe 


or i 'onous Events) in his own Power, Acts 1. 7. And 
Ve, . the 
Wa- 
and — -—-——— 


2 Set Dr. Whitby's Tractatus de Deitate Chriſti, p. 59, 60, 61, 
* C. 
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the like Caution, J have ſhewn him, our Lord hy 
iven againſt miſunderſtanding thoſe Paſſages, which 
he makes uſe of againſt his Omnipotence, John x. 1 
27, 30. So that what the Author ſuggeſts is mo 
untrue, that our Lord in the Paſſages he has alledy. 
ed, denies his Divinity. And had. the Author care 
fully examin'd the Context in both Places, he migh 
have found his own Obje#ions obviated. But he 
| ſeems to have been more intent on finding Ob 
ions againit the Deity of Chriſt, than Anſwwers tif 
em, when he overlooks thoſe that were ſo near af 
Hand, and cou'd ſcarce eſcape an inquiſitive ai 
humble Reader. | ..- Bl 
Upon the whole, I hope every judicious Chriſtin 
will ſec, that theſe Objections againſt our Interpret 
tion of the fore-cit mg Fes deliver'd in v8 
magiſterial a Strain, and in fo inſulting a Way) har 
much more of Noiſe and Shew than of any Solid" 
or Strength in em. | E 
_ Having finiſh'd this Argument for the Dety i 
Chriſt, drawn from the Divine Perfe&#ions that u 
aſcrib'd to him, and vindicated it from what ti: 
Author alledges to perſwade us, that our Lord hin 
ſelf diſclaims em; I now come to the 2 
- Td, and laſt Argument for the Deity of ou 
Bleſſed Saviour, drawn from that Divine Wor 
which the Scriptures require us to pay him. 
As to this Head, the Author tells us, “ He doubt 
% mot he could maintain his Cauſe with equal Advar 
& tage. And accordingly he ſuggeſts a few Arg 
ments to ſhew, That there is no Inſtance of ſuprem 
„ Divine Worſhip given ultimately to him in Scripturt; / 
« but on the contrary, all the Honour it aſſigns to bin 
&« is ſuch as ſpeaks him to be inferior to the Father, au b 
P 
0 


% dependent on him. | 
I ſhall therefore, in Vindication of this Argy 
ment for the Deity f Chriſt from the Worſhip due 
to him, Firſt, briefly ſtate the Notion of Di" . 
Worſhip. Secondly, Shew that the Scriptures requit ] 
us to pay ſuch Divine Morſbip to our Bleſſed Se . 
our. Thirdly, Conſider what Worſbip our Auel. a 


Vith, 
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ies, and particularly the Author, ſeem to allow him: 
and here I ſhall both conſider what he objects a- 
gainſt our giving Divine Worſbip to him; and ſhew 


edp. alſo, how evidently that F7rſbip he allows him en- 
Jars. trenches on the Divine Honour, upon the Suppoſi- 


tion of his being only a dignify'd Creature. 


15 Firſt; 1 ſhall briefly fate the Notion of Divine 
Jbje V. orſ 4 of 239 9 - 
= Now ſince HYorſhip in general imports the Reſpect 
_ ve pay to another on the Account of his Excellency 
and Saperiorit), Divine Worſhip muſt import ſuch 
RE Re/rft as belongs to a Being of ſuch infinite Excel- 
ina pn _ pan Authority as the Bleſſed God alone 
s poſſeſt of. - 
"= ; 7 ſuch Worſhip is either Internal, conſiſting in 
= thoſe Acts of our Mind (ſuch as Eſteem, Reverence, 
nl Love, Truſt, Subjection, Self-Dedication) whereby. 
ve acknowledge ſuch Infinite Excellencies, and Su- 
2 Authority to belong to the Being we adore ; 
or External, and this is partly expreſs'd by our 
+ 11: 7074s, in our Prayers, Praiſes, &c. partly by our 
bal Geſtures, as Kneeling, Standing, Bowing, Proſtration, &c. 
Now ſuch Worſbip, whether Internal or Exter- 
on , as does in the Nature of the Acts themſelves, 
170 or by reaſonable Conſtruction, imply the Being we 
offer it to, to be poſleſs'd of the Perfections and 
u Autbority peculiar to the Bleed God, is Divine 
rr Worſhip. | 


I come therefore, 
Secondly, To ſhew, That the Holy Scriptures re- 
quire us to pay ſuch Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed 


Saviour. 


To make good this Aſſertion, I ſhall briefly ſet 
before the Reader thoſe Paſſages that require us to 
pay Divine Worſhip in general to our Bleſſed Lord, 
or to offer to him thisor that particular Branch of it. 


ivin For Divine Worſhip in general, all do agree that 
ui the Honour due to the Father is Divine Yorſhip. 
Cari But this Honour the Son of God challenges as due 


to him, at John 5. 23. What the Author objects 
agunſt this I ſhall conſider in its due place. | 


Again, 
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Again, Divine Worſbip is in general expreſs 


throughout the Scripture by our Calling on th 


Name of the Lord. Now we are not ny ex. 
preſly requir'd to pay this Homage to our Bleſy 
Saviour, but it's made the Condition of our Saſys. 
tion by him. To clear this we need only carefull 
compare Foel 2. 32. with Rom. 10. ff, 12, 13, &. 
The Prophet Joel ſpeaking of the times of the Mef. 

h concludes his Prediction with that gracious Pro- 
miſe, And it ſhall come to paſs that whoſoever ſhall 
call on the Name of the Lord ſball be ſaved. Noy 
the Apoſtle Paul urging the Jews to believe on aut 
confeſs the Lord Jeſus in order to Salvation, cites two 
Paſſages to enforce his Exhortation; the one from 
7. 28 11. Hhoſoever believes on him ſhall not be 4. 
Hamed; the other from Joel 2. 32. That whoever WH 
Hall call on the Name of the Lord fhall bs ſav'd.. And 
that none of what Nation ſoever might think them: 
ſelves excluded from this gracious Promiſe, he pre- 
miſes this encouraging Conſideration, That ther 


now no Difference between Jeu and Greek, but h 


fame Lord over all is rich to all that call upon hin; 


ver. 12. Now that 'tis the Lord Jeſus whom he here Bl; 


exhorts us to believe in and call upon in order to Sa 
vation, is evident not only from the whole Scope 
of the Chapter and Context, but particularly from 
the 14th Verſe, How then ſhall they call on him m 
zwhom they have not believed? And how ſhall they br 
lieve in him of whom they have not heard? And how 
Hall they hear without a Preacher? &c. In whon 
they were to believe as Preach'd to*em, on him they 
were to call. But they were to believe in our Bleſes 
Saviour: He therefore 1s the Lord over all that is rich 
to all that call on him. And of him the Prophet el 
ſpake when he ſaid, M hoſoc ver ſhall call on the Nam 
of the Lord ſhall be ſav'd. But all grant that 70e 


ſpake of the true God, and of that truly Divine Moi 


ſhip which is his incommunicable Glory. That Dr 
vine Worſhip therefore muſt be given to our Bleſſed 
Saviour by ſuch as expect Salvation from him. 1 
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And thus to worſhip our Blefſed Saviour by Religious 
0 Invocation is ſo hecefſary and important a Duty, that 
tis made by the Apoſtle Paul the eſſential Character 
z. ad Mark of a true Chriſtian. He durects his Epi- 


ſel BY Ge at 1 Gor. 1. 2. To the Church that is at Corinth, 


Na. To them that are ſanRified in Chriſt Jeſus, call'd to 
ah bc Saints, <virh all that in every place call upon the 
; | Name of Jeſus Chriſt our Lord, both theirs and ours. 
A 
ro- 


And to the ſame oſe, tis obſervable, that the 
Profeſſors of Chritianity were known by this De- 
ſcription of 'em, they were ſuch as call d on the Name 
Wof ur Lord Jeſus, Acts 9. 14, 21. I know indeed 


an ¶ iome late Unitarians have pretended, that theſe Ex- 
% preſſions may be render'd, Such as are called by the 
m Name of the Lord. But this Criticiſm is fo fully 
P bs 9 confuted by Dr. hitby, both in his Engliſh Com- 


„ 

ede mentary on the Epiſtles, and eſpecially in his Latin 
And 7 Treatiſe de Beide Chriſti, p. 16, _ by ſhewing 

cn» that the Phraſe is throughout both the Sepruagint 
pre: | and the New Teſtament taken actively, and is varied 
en whenever any are ſaid to be call'd by the Name of a- 
er, that I preſume we ſhall hear no more of it. 


i, l(a.) And this one Paſſage at Rom. 10. 11, 12, 13. 
here is ſufficient to put the Meaning of the Phraſe paſt 
oa Diſpute, eſpecially if compar'd with Acts 7. 59. and 
op with Acts 15. 17. | 

rom And what I have ſaid concerning Divine Horſhip 
25 general, may be applied ro the particular Ads 
e of it. | 

bow As to Acts of Internal Worſhip. Are we obliged to 
hon make the Father the Object of our {aith and Truft ? 
they So muſt we believe in our Lord Jeſus, as well as Call 
elſes “pon him, Rom 10. 14. And he himſelf requires it, 
ric) Le believe in God, believe alſo in me, John 14. 1. Are 
% we required to Love God above all ? So mutt we love 
ow our Lord Jeſus more than Father or Mother, Brother 
Yo i — BR TE arES 


(4) The Reader that underſtands the Greek Tongue may conſuk 
the Seztuagint in the following Places: 1 Kings 8, 43. L 4.1. 7.68.19. 
7.14.19. Fer 15. 16. Dan. 9 18. 1g, &c. a 
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or Siſter, Houſe or Lands, yea, than Life it ſelf, 
Matth. 10. 37. Luke 14. 26. So that F any i 
love him not, let him (faith the Apoſtle Paul) be Ana- 
thema Maranatha, 1 Cor. 16. 22. Are we requir 
to ſubject our Wills to the Authority of God? 80 
muſt we be the Servants of Chriſt, we muſt take hi 
Yoke on us, and do his Will, Matth. 11. 29. Col. ;, 
24. Are we to live 10 God, as our ultimate End? 
So muſt we live not to our ſelves, but to him that 
died for us, and roſe again, 2 Cor. 7. 17. The Ad. 
vancement of his Glory and Intereſt muſt be our 
principal Aim and Deſign. Are we to dedicate our 
ſelves — ſolemn Covenant to the Faith and Worſhip 
of the Father ? So muſt we to that of the Son and 
the Holy Spirit, Matth. 28. 19. (Of which more ai 
_— and important Acts of Divine Worſbip tha lii 
theſe. | I 


the ſeveral Branches of it are due to our Bleed 5. 
viour. 74 
One eminent Branch of it is Praiſe and Thankſgiv 
ing. And ſure I need not tell any true Chriſtian that tho 
part of Divine Homage muſt be paid to our Bleſed qi 
viour. How frequently do ſuch Doxologies occur ni 
the New Teſtament ? To him (faith the Apoſtle P. 
ter, ſpeaking of our Lord Jeſus, 1 Pet. 3.11.) he C. 
ry both now and for ever, Amen. So 1 Pet. 4. 11. 
To whom be Praiſe and Dominion for ever. So Rev. l. 
ſ, 6. To him that has loved us, and waſh'd us from or 
Sins in his own Blood, and made us Kings and Priaſi 
to God and his Father, to him be Glory and Domini 
for ever. And 'tis manifeſt that theſe Doxologies at 
parallel to thoſe that are elſew here offered to the I 
ther. See 1 Pet. 7. 10, 11. 1 Tim. 1. 17. and 6. 16. 
So that if theſe very Doxologies are manifeſtly Adi f 
Divine Worſhip, when uſed towards the Father, we 
have no reaſon to take 'em for any other, when of. 
fer'd to our Bleſſed Saviour Eſpecially when Ve 
find both of 'em join'd in the very ſame Doxoley), 
and have the fame Bleſing, and Honour, and Guy 
4 
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and Power aſcrib'd to em. And yet this all Creatures 
whatever are oblig'd to aſcribe 20 him that fits upon 
the Throne, and to the Lamb for ever and ever, 

Rev. F. 13. And again, all the Members of the 
Church Triumphant, with concordant Heart and 
Voice, aſcribe Salvation to our God which fitteth upon 

the Throne, and to the Lamb, Rev.7. 10. And that the 

Lamb muſt be there underſtood of the Iucarnate Son 

of God, and not of a meer dignify'd Man, is evident, 

becauſe he 1s exempted from the Rank of Creatures, 
which are all requir'd to pay this Homage to him, 
and that on the Account of his having in our Nature 
been ſlain, and thereby redeeming us to God by his Blood, 


from every Kindred, and Tongue, ani People, and Nation. 


Now if ſuch Doxologies as theſe, when uſed to our 
Bleſſed Saviour, be not Acts of Divine Worſhip ; it 
the ſame Glory, and Praiſe, and Dominion, be not there- 
by aſcribed to him as to the Father, they muſt be u- 
ſed in ſo vaſtly different a Senſe, whenapply'd to him, 
from what is meant when they are apply'd to the Fa- 
ther, that we cannot think it conſiſtent with the 
Wiſdom and Sincerity of an inſpired Writer to uſe 
them promiſcuouſly towards both, without giving us 
any Diſtinction in what a different Senſe they are in- 
tended, when apply'd to the one, and to the other 
Nay, without giving us any Caution againſt the /dy- 
latry we are in danger of incurring, by addreſſing our 
ſelves to both in the ſame Language, if we put not a 
vaſtly different Conſtruction on the very ſame Words; 
when us'd in our Addreſſes to the one or the other. 
For there is ſuch an infinite Diſproportion between 


the Bleed God; and the moſt dignify'd Creature, that 


our religious Reſpect to the one and the other can 
never be fitly paid at the ſame time, in the ſame Lan- 
1 and the ſame External Acts of Devotion. The 
tke Glory and Dominion can never be congruouſly a- 
ſcribed to both. Our Language to em ought to put 
the utmoſt Difference that Words can make between 
the Eternal infinite Excellencies and ſupreme Dominion 
of the one; and the finite Excellencies, and meerly For- 
row'd Power of the other. But there is no _- 
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Diſtinction made, when we uſe the very ſame. Do- 
xologies to our Bleſſed Saviour as we ule to the Fa- 
ther. | UE 
Again, For Prayer, We are requir'd to addreſs 
this branch of Divine Worſhip to our Lord Feſus. 
This is particularly included in our Calling on hi; 
Name. And we have ſeveral Inſtances of the Pra- 
&ice of Chriſtians being conformable to this part of 
their Character, That they were ſuch as call d upon 
his Name. Tis the common Form of the Apoltoli- 
cal Salutations to wiſh Grace and Peace to thoſe 15 
hom they write, From the Father, and from the Lori 
Feſus Chriſt (a). And ſometimes they with the Cra 
of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt may be with em (without a 
ny expreſs mention of the Father (b). It was to our 
Lord Jeſus that the Apoſtle thrice pray'd, That th 
Thorn in the Fleſh might depart from him, as appear if 
by the Anſwer given him, 2 Cor. 12. 8, 9. Nor 
ought we to forget the Prayer of dying Stephen, the 
firſt Martyr for the Chriſtian Cauſe, whoſe dying 
Requeſt to our Bleſſed Lord bears a noble Teſtimony i 
to this Truth, That this part of Divine Worſhip v 
due to him. Lord Jeſas receive my Spirit, and Lord 
lay not this Sin to their Charge, Acts 7. yo, 60. u 
which two Petitions he has manifeſtly expreſt hi 

Faith in our Lord Jeſus, as both able to forgive the 
Sin of his Enemies, and to reward and crown hu 
own perſevering Fidelity. Nay what greater Telt- WW. 
mony can we have to this, than the Petition addreit i 
to our Lord by his whole Church, with which the 
Sacred Canon is concluded, Rev. 27. 17, 20, 21.1 
ſhall only add, That ſometimes we find the Fathr 
and our Lord Jeſus join'd in the fame particular Pe 
tition offer'd to em; as 1 Thef: 3. 11, 12. 2 Theſ. 
2. 16, 17. Sometimes the Apoſtics begs ſuch Blck 
ſings from our Saviour alone, 2 The. 3. 16, 18. Gd 
6. 11. Phil. 9. 23. 


Le 


{s) Rom. r. 7. 1 Cor. v. 3, 
(#) Kom. 16. 24. 1 Cor. 16. 23, Cc. 5 
| An 
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And as our . and Prayers are to be addreſs'd 
to him, ſo in thoſe two Federal Rites of our Holy 
Religion, thoſe two Sacraments of Baptiſm and the 
Loris Supper, we are oblig'd to pay Divine Homage 
to him. bs 
In the Former (viz. Baptiſm) we are as ſolemnl 

baptiz'd into his Name as that of the Father. And if 
our being baptiz'd into the Fathers Name ſignify our 
Solemn Dedication to the Faith and Worſhip and Ser- 
vice of the Father : ( As the Chriſtian Church has in 
all Ages underſtood this to be the import of it:) 
Then our Being Baptized into the Name of the Hon 


5 % Holy Spirit, muſt imply the like Dedication to 
ren. For had our Lord intended no more by this 
orm of Bapri/m, than our being oblig'd to profets 
the Religion which the Father (who alone is God) 
Tor has revenl'd by the Son (who is only a Man) and con- 
the irm'd by his Power of working Miracles, which the 

e uppolc here call'd the Holy Spirit, how ve 70% 
in. ou'd it have been to expreſs the matter thus? And 
ol ow seedful was it to prevent ſo pernicious an Er- 


or, as the words (according to their Opinion) na- 
WE urally leads us into, of taking thoſe three into whole 
Vs we are diſtinctly Baptiz'd to be that One God, 
the Eo whoſe Faith and Service we arc in that ſolemn 

WW nſtitution devoted? Nay how unreaſonable does it 
oft; ppear, not only that we ſhou'd be thus Baptiz'd 

Joint) into the name of God and of a Creature, but in- 
the Name of Miracles, or of the Divine Power 
bat wrought 'em? Why might we not as well be 
aer into the Name of God's Wiſdom or Truth or 


== 


pe dee, which are as illuſtriouſly 5 in the 
Theſ olpel of Chriſt, as into the Name of his Power? 
Ble Nor can this harſh and forced Expoſition of the 
om of Baptiſm be juſtify'd from the "//raelires be- 
, g ſaid to be Baptiz'd into Moſes. If indeed they 


ou'd produce us ſome ſuch Form as this, by which 
—  /aclites were in the ſame federal Rite, Baptiz'd 
'o the Name of Ged and the Name of Moſes, this 
ou'd give ſome countenarice to their Interpretati- 
n. Till then, we mult tell 'em, being Bapriz'd 

F.4 ito 
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into Moſes, is not the ſame thing with being Bapti- 
zed into his Name, and much leſs in Conjunction 
with that of the Father and the Holy Spirit, and that 
in the higheſt and moſt important act of Devotion 
— 

And for the Lord's- Supper, we know 'tis the prin- 
cipal Deſign of it to honour our Bleſſed Saviour by 
a grateful Commemoration of his dying Love, by 
the exerciſe of a lively Faith in him, by a renewed 
Dedication of our ſelves to him as our Lord-Re- 
deemer, and by a publick Aſcription of endleſs Glo- 
ry and Dominion to him in Conjunction with the 

Father. So that our Bleſſed Lord Feſus is moſt emi- 
nently the Object of that Homage and Devotion which 
this Holy Inf ien calls for. And can any ſerious 
Chriſtian doubt whether the Celebration of it be an 
Act of Divine Worſhip? It was probable in the pri- 
mitive Church one ſtated part of the Worſhip of 
every Lord's-Day, and was always accounted as tri- 
ly a part of the Divine Worſbip they celebrated, s 
any other act of Devotion whatſoever. 3 

And for External Acts of Worſhip, we are as ſut 
that our Bleed Lord did upon all occaſions receive 
'em without the leaſt check or caution to thoſe that 
gave'em. He ſaid not to thoſe that fell at his Feet 
and worſhip'd him, as the Apoſtle Peter did to C. 
nelius, Stand up, for my ſelf alſo am a Man, Acts 10. 
25, 26. Or as the Angel to St. John; See thou do u 
not. 8 God, Rev. 19. 10.22. 9. Tho' many did 
thus Wor ip him not only during his Life, but hs 
Diſciples did it joyntly after his Reſurrection, and 
upon his Aſcenſion. See Mat. 23. 17. Luke 24. f. 
And if any ſhou'd pretend, That our Lord did not re- 
ere theſe Worſhippers, becauſe they intended or- 
y to pay him the Reſpect due to an Eminent Prophtly 
but not the Worſhir- due to God, yet ſure according 
to their Opinion, ouf Lord ought in all reaſon to have 
reprov'd and caution'd Thomas againſt the Exceb of 
his Devotion, when in ſuch a Rapture of Zeal be 
cry'd out to him, My Lord and My God, John 10 


28. But our Saviour is ſo far from cenſuring h 
Dexo- 
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Devotion as irregular and exceſſive, that on the con- 
trary he approves and commends his Faith at ver. 29. 
And ſure I need not go about to prove, That to 
ive ſuch Divine Worſbip to our Lord Feſus was the 
Univerſal Practice of the Chriſtian Church in its 
firſt and pureſt Ages, as well as inall ſucceeding Ones. 
Inſomuch as thoſe of the third Age inſiſt upon this as 
one great Argument to prove, That the Deity of 
Chriſi was the Belief of the w Ä foregoing, viz. That 
our Lord Jeſus had always been the Object of the 
Worſhip of the Chriſtian Church, even while they 
openly profeſs'd to Yorſhip God alone. | 
And no wonder, that our Lord Jeſus ſhou'd be 
the Object of the Worſhip of the Chriſtian Church, 
when the Angels of God (that Heavenly Hoſt) are re- 
quir'd to pay the like Homage to him. For ſo we 
are told by the Inſpired Writer to the Hebrews, Heb. 
1. 6. When God brought his only begotten Son into the 
World, he ſaid, Let all the Angels of God Worſhip him. 
And for thoſe Unitarian Writers, that tell us, This 
paſſage is cited from P/. 97. 7. which is no way in- 
tended by the P/almift concerning Chriſt, but uſeg 
by him wholly on another occaſion; they do in et- 
fect tell us, That according to their Judgment, the 
Inſpired Writer miſtook the Senſe of 'em, and quot- 
ed em when they were no way for his purpoſe; and 
for thoſe of their Writers that tell us, This Paſſage 
is not taken out of the P/alms, but out of Deut. 32. 43. 
where the Septuagint has theſe Words, Let all the 
Angels of God Worſhip him; and that this Paſſage re- 
ters only to Jrael, the meaning of it being only 
this, Let all the Angels of God miniſter for the good of - 
his People Iſrael, I ſhall only obſerve, that if this be 
true, then this Paſſage is quite impertinent to the 
(cope of the Inſpired Writer. For if Worſpipping 
one be only Miniſtring to him (as it'mult be if the 
Angels are ſaid to Worſhip 1/rael) then it can no 
way infer the Superiority of Chriſt above Angels, 
that they are required to worſhip him in this Senſe, 
e. to Minifler to him. Angels thus miniſter to us, 
who are Heirs of Salvation: But this no ways proves 
I 3 our 
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our Superiory to em; Much leſs weu'd it juſti- 
fy any one's ſaying, that they are oblig'd to A ore 


ſhip us. 


And as the Holy Scriptures thus require us to 
Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour, ſo they al- 
cribe to him thoſe Divine Perfections and that ſupreme 
Dominion that are the ſolid ground of it. 

One ground of Divine Worſhip reſults from the 
Tranſcendent Perfettions of the great object of it, ſuch 
as his Omnipreſence, his Omniſcience, his bowndleſs 
Goodneſs and Almighty Power: Now theſe are in the 
Scriptures aſcrib'd to our Bleed Lord. He is repre- 
ſented as preſent in all Chriſtian Aſſemblies, Even 


where two or three are gathered together in his Name, 
He is in the midſt of em, Matth. 18. 20. He is re- 


preſented as taking up his Abode in the Soul of every 
ſinccre Chriſtian, John 14. 23. He is deſcribed a 

Knowing all things, nay as Searching the very Heart: i 
and the Reins of every particular Member that belongs 


to his Cuurch, John 21. 17. Rev. 2. 23. He is re- 


preſented as doing whatever things the Father does, 6 
able by his mighty working to ſubdue all things to hin- 
ſelf. He is deſcribed, As the Lord over all, who is 
rich unto all that call upon him, Rom. 10. 12. Nay lt 
the Riches of his Goodneſs are Un/earchable, and in 
him all fulneſs dwells, even all the fulneſs of the God- 
head, that of his fulneſs we may receive Grace far 
Grace, Epheſ. 3. 8. Col. 1. 19. John 1. 16. 
Another ground of Divine Worſhip is God's Su- 
preme Dominion. And as that is founded both on the 
Right of Creation and Continual Preſervation, and 
the ſuperadded Right of Redemption; fo the Holy 
Scriptures aſcribe to our Bleſſed Lord a Sovereign 
Dominion founded on both theſe Titles. To hm 
they attribute, as I have already proved, both the 
Making and the Upholding of all things. And to prove, 
that they attribute the glorious Work of Redempti- 
on to him, were to — 1s a conſiderable part of 
the New Teſtament. 
I have the more largely inſiſted on this Head, both 
to ſhew, That we are fir from going upon flight 
| ang 
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and raſh Grounds in that Divine Mourſbip we give to 
our Bleed Saviour, having the whole Current of the 

New Teſtament on our fide, as well as the U- 
niverſal Practice of the Chriſtian Church; and to 
onvince every ſerious Chriſtian Reader, that this 
WControverſy is not about a meer Speculative Point, in 
which practical Religion is little concerned, but 
bout a Truth of great Moment and Conſequence, 
e Denial whereof is highly injurious to the Ho- 
our of our Bleſſed Saviour, by taking away the on- 
Dy ſolid Ground of that Divine Homage and Devotion 
Ne pay to him. But it leads me to the next Head J 


— 


S A SS TX 


en : 
ropos'd, viz. 
P 1 Thirdly, To conſider what Worſhip our Adverſa- 


9 and particularly the Author, do allow him; and 
pon what grounds they do ſo. — 
Nov as to this Point of the Worſbip due to our 
8 eſed Saviour, the Oppoſers of his Deity are great- 
divided among themſelves. 
lt was this that occaſion'd ſo ſharp Diſputes be- 
ween Socinus on the one Hand, and Franciſeus Da- 
idis and Chriſtianus Franken on the other. 
Hocinus thought all thoſe Paſſages of Scripture 
hich mention the Invocation of Chriſt, and aſcribe 
ach an Univerſal Authority and Power to him (i. e. 
bat make him a God by Office or Degutation) were ſuffi- 
ient Warrant for giviag him Divine J/orſhip. And 
ccordingly Socinus ſpeaks of the Opinion of thoſe 
at denied Divine Worſhip to our Saviour as a moſt 
by and pernicious Error, that led to Fudaiſm, and 
"as in effect, The Denying of Chriſt, and tending to 
picuriſim and Atheiſm. Nay he goes fo far astotell 
„ he never knew any good and pious Man of that O- 


10 nion (a). Smalcius reproaches em as Per/ons of little. 
e; 'nderflanding, and ouſt up with 4 Jewiſh Spirit. (6). 
i. Ny elſewhere faith They are no Chriſtians. Niemoje- 
of 45 cenſures them as ignorant of Chriff, who had ne- 


—_ — 


(a) Socin. Op. Tom. 2. p. 772. 
(9) Sma.cius de Divin. J. Chriſti, cap. 24- 
I 4 ver 
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| 
ly inconſiſtent with the fir/# Commandment, = 
ly injurious to the Honour of God. | 


ce he 


«© tween Civil Worſhip, due from Men to one another L 


> . 
x 


Religious Worſhip, given on the account of a Pi. 
& ſon's Holineſs or Relation to God, which as to 11M 


&« degree may be more or leſſer, as their Sandtity or . 


lation to Cod is greater or leſſer; and this ſort g 
* Horſhip (they tell us) is due to Holy Men and Wo 
© men, to the Miniſters of God, yet more to Pro- , 
“ phets, and above them to glorify'd Angels and jg 
© Saints: And Divine Werſhip, which belongs on- 
© lyto God. And this (they tell us) conſiſts in Re. 
e {igning our Underſtanding to whatever he reveal, 
© (Aud O that they wou'd more conſcientiouſiy pay ibu 
& part of Worſhip due to him!) and in Reſigning ou! 
Wills and Deſires to what he decrees and does, an 
« in giving up our Affections to love him above all 
It conſiſts moreover in ſuch External Acts and Sign 
&« fications of Reverence and Love, as we reſerve 0 
« for him, and never give to any other. 


mm — 


—— 


1 


J 


(c) Socin. Op. Tom. 1. 2. 398. and Tom. 2. b. 466. 
(4) Volkelivs de vera Relig. l. 5. cap.29. 55 


(-) Woizog. in Math, 4. 10 John F. 13, 24. 


Accord 


2 do indeed tell us, * Some Worſhip is duet 5 
ord Chriſt. And therefore they diſtinguiſh d. 
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Accordingly Be tell us, © No Texts of Scripture 
e prove, That the Lord Chriſt ought to be worſhip'd 
« with more than 4 Civil, or Religious Worſhip. 
« And there are no Acts of Worſhip requir'd to be paid 
« go him, but ſuch as may be paid to a Civil Power, 
« 79 4 Perſon in high Dignity and Office, or to Pro- 
cc nhets and holy Men, or fo ſuch as are actually 
« poſſeſt of the heavenly Beatitudes. See 2d Col- 
« ſect. of Tract. Anſw. to Mr. Milb. 49, fo. 

And the fame Writer relating the Diſpute between 
Socinus and his Opponents, mentions the Anſwers his 
Opponents gave to his Arguments, without offering 
any Reply to em. On the contrary, he endeavours 
to ſhew, That Socinus's Opinion about praying to 
Chriſt was inconſiſtent with his Office as Mediator. 
But yet he endeavours to clear it from the Charge 
of 1dolatry, becauſe he ſuppoſes they may pray to 
Chriſt, without aſcribing Ommſcience or Omnipotency 
to him. And upon the whole he ſuppoſes they 
ſhould in this Difference bear with one another's 
Opinion and Practice. 

To the fame Purpoſe, The Author of the Letter 
concerning the Unitarians, blames the Polonian Unita- 


ans or Socinians, who excommunicated and depos'd 


from their Miniſtry ſuch of their own Party, as de- 
ny'd that Chriſt might be Pray'd to, or Worſhip'd 
with Divine Worſhip. And he commends the Mode- 
ration of the Tran/ylvanian Unitariaus, who admit- 
ted to the Miniſtry and to Profeſſors Places, ſuch as 
rejected the Invocation and Adoration of Chriſt, only 
obliging *em under their Hands, that they ſhould 
not openly oppoſe it in their Sermons and Lectures. 
And accordingly he alledges their Arguments againſt 
Hoping our Saviour, and anſwers ſome of the 
Texts alledg'd by others. 


And whereas the late Archbiſhop Tillotſon had in- 
ſiſted on this Argument for the Deity of Chriſt 
drawn from the Divine MWorſbip due to him, His 
Alger tells us roundly, “ They have wrote no 
2 Books theſe laſt ſeven Years, in which they have nos 

been careful to profeſs to all the World, That a like 

«© Ho 
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„ Honour and Worſhip (much leſs the ſame) i 
_ be given to Chriſt, as muſt be given to 
4 God. 


So that upon the whole, we may juſtly place our | 
preſent Unitarians among, thoſe that deny Divin 
Horſhip to our Bleſſed Savionr, and that allow him 
noi other Yorſhip than what (as themſelves tell us) 
may be paid to a Perſon in high Dignity and Office, to 
Prophets, or holy Men, or ſuch as are actually pofſeſst 


of the heavenly Beatitudes, (i. e. to glority'd Saints), 


As to our Author he does not ſeem at firſt View 
ſo very clear in delivering his Sentiments about it » i 
might be expected. He faith indeed, . There is u 
„ Inſtance of Supreme Divine Worſhip given ultimatth 
& to Chriſt in Scripture. And ſo far the Socinian 
themſelves will agree with him. For tho? they aſſert, il 


that truly Divine Worſhip muſt be paid him, yet 


they allow not him, but only the Father, to be the 
ultimate Object of it: And ſay, that the Divine No. 
ſhip paid to him does finally redound to the Glory of Rx 
the Father, who has admitted him to a Participation 
of his own Honour. And yet there are other Exprel- 
ſions which ſeem to import, that our Author entire. 
ly falls in with thoſe late Unitarians, who deny am i 
| Divine Worſhip to be due to our Bleſſed Saviour. 
For he tells us,“ The Worſhip paid to him bein lt 

« grounded upon derived and borrowed Excellency, 1 
« not ſupremely Divine, and cannot be offer d to tht i 
« Infinite, Self-Originate, Independent Deity, without 
« great Aﬀront, becauſe 'tis not the moſt Excellent. 
From whence I think we _ ſafely conclude, that 
ivine Worſhip to our i 

Bleſſed Saviour. For ſure it were moſt abſurd to 
call that Worſhip Divine, which we cannot offer to 
the Bleſſed God without affronting him, and (as our Bi 
Author adds) without mingling Reproach with Praiſe. 
I ſhall therefore in order to the bringing the De- 


our Author does not allow 


bate of this Argument to an Iſſue, | 


giving Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour. 


I I. Ex. i 


- 


I. Conſider what the Author has offer'd againſt 0 i 
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II. Examine the Grounds our Adver/aries go upon 
the Worſhip they allow to our Bleſſed Saviour. 
L I ſhall conſider what the Author has offer'd a- 
inſt our giving Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Sa- 
your. | 
And the great Argument he inſiſts on is, « Becauſe 
the Worſhip given to him is grounded on derived 
and borrowed Excellency, which therefore is not ſu- 
premely Divine, nor can be offer'd to the Infinite, 
Self-originate, Independent Deity, without a = 
Afﬀront, as not being the moſt Excellent, Mal. 1. 
14. To praiſe an Independent God for Honour and 
Pomer granted to him by another, ſuppoſes a Fal 
= hd, and mingles Reproaches with Praiſe. 
A iſw. If the Author mean by derived and borrow- 
Excellency, ſuch Excellency as the Supreme God 
WDmmunicates to a Dignify'd Creature, I deny that 
e Vieorſbip which the Scriptures require us to pay 
= Chrift is grounded upon any ſuch derived or borrows 
= Excellency. Tis founded, as I have ſhewn, on 
„e Divine Perfectious that are aſcrib'd to him, and 
„chat Right of Creation and Redemption that can 
long to no meer Creature how dignify'd ſoever. 
o if our Author mean by Power granted to our 
o'r by another, any Strength, or Might, or Au- 
„ih which does not originally belong to any Di- 
Nature our Lord is poſſeſs'd of, and is only be- 
pd on him as a dignify'd Creature by God as his 
actor, I deny that the Scriptures aſſign any ſuch 
ound of the Vorſhip they require us to give to 
reed Lord. 
And accordingly, I ſhall carefully examine what 
r Author has alledg'd to prove what he aſſerts, 
4! the Worſhip given to him in Scripture is ground- 
on ſuch derived or borrowed Excellency, &c. 
To this Purpoſe he argues : 
* Thus ou, Lord requires Neri (if that be an 
Att of immediate proper Worſhip) in his Name, be- 
cauſe All Power in Heaven and Earth is commit- 
ted to him. 


Anſw. 
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Anſw. I cannot well underſtand why our Auth 
ſhoald make a Doubt of Bapti/m's any, an Af 
immediate proper Worſhip. Did an riſtian be. 
fore him ever doubt of its being a Sacred Rite, uf 
which the Perſon baptiz'd is ſolemnly dedicated uf 
that Bleſſed God, into whoſe Name he is baptiz di 
And is not ſuch a Dedication the higheſt and mot 
ſolemn Act of Devotion that a Creature can pay uf 
its abſolute Owner and Lord? So that I cannot li 
why our Author ſhould queſtion it, unleſs he be 
fraid, that the granting it will ſtrengthen the Ar. 
zument we draw from thence for the paying the 
_ tame Divine Worſhip to the Son and Holy Spirit, » 
we pay to the Father, But the Author tells wil 

c That Chriſt therefore requires Baptiſm in his Nan 
« becauſe all Power in Heaven and Earth is giv 
% Him. | J 

Anſw. Our Bleſſed Lord alledges all Power i 
Heaven and Earth being given him, as the Ground fi 
his ſending out his A files to go and diſciple all M 
tions, to whoſe Faith and Obedience he had a jul 
Claim. And when. he faith, All Power in Heau 

and Earth is given to me, he does not mean (as ou 1 
Author A 5 that he had no ſuch Original Pœu 
or Authority over Earth and Heaven belonging u 
himſelf: For it did always belong to that Dit. 
Nature he is poſſeſs'd of, and is the inſeparable Re 
ſult of that Wark of Creation, which I have ſhewi 
that the Scriptures aſcribe to him. But that tl 
ſole Exerciſe of this Power is now devoly'd into hw 
Hand, and that he in the Quality of Mediator is ti 
fole Adminiſtrator of the Divine Kingdom; this uh 
the Father's voluntary Gift, and this our Lord 
rends, when he faith, A Power in Heaven wi 
Earth is given to me. But this does by no mea 
imply, that the YYorſhip of our Lord is founded 0! 
ſuch a borrow'd Power as may be communicated "i 
a dignified Creature : But on the contrary, that "i 
founded on the Authority that originally belongs Ul 
the Divine Nature of our Bleſſed Saviour, tho' i 
fole Exerciſe of it be by a voluntary Diſpenſatin 

| | corny 
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the . ; Ever M 

mitted to him. Even among Men, two or 
? i — may be poſſeſs d of the fame ſupreme Autho- 
be ity, and yet the ſole Adminiſtration be in the Hands 
IB, onc. We had an Inſtance of this in a late 


d tolf 


10 eign, when the Crown was ſettled on that illu- 


uious Pair King William and Queen Mary, and yet 
mol he ſole Adminiſtration was in the King's Hands. 
Y UT his is ſome Illuſtration of what I am here aſſert- 


a | „that tho' the Father and the Son are poſſeſs'd 
* | ohe ſame Authority, yet the ſole Adminiſtration of 
f 


Joe Divine Kingdom, during this preſent State of 
hings, may be by the Fazher's Conſent in the 
wy of the Son. I know indeed, that we muſt 
ot ſtrain ſuch Compariſons in our Application, ſo 
co conceive of the Father and the Son as two di- 
Wtin& and ſeparate Beings. But yet as their Partici- 
Nation of the ſame Divine Nature does not take a- 


A. ay that Difference and Diſtinction between 'em, 
d 088. hich is more than nominal, ſo ſuch Examples may 
N eellp us to conceive the more eaſily of ſuch a voluxs 
is: 25 Di/penſation. 


Again, Our Author argues; 
2 1 « Thus we muſt honour the Son, (as truly, not 
v greatly) as we honour the Father, becauſe the 
(Father hath committed or given all Judgment to 
him, Johr 5. 22, 23. 
Aiſw. The Text faith, That we muſt honour the 
Lon a we honour the Father. And theſe Words as 
ry; but not as greatly) are only the Author's pre- 
ſumptuous and groundleſs Addition. Socinus his 
Lollowers did from theſe very Words juſtly conclude, 
that Divine Worſhip muſt be given to our Saviour. For 
to give him only an inferior Religious Reſpect, ſuch as 
ve may give to a Prophet, or to a glorify'd Saint, or 
a moſt dignify'd Creature, is not to honour him as we 
honour the Father at all. For to offer ſuch Honour 10 
e Father were to offer him the higheſt Indignity 
and 4front, and to Reproach inſtead of Praiſing him, 
s che Aubor well obſerves : So that we cannot ho- 
nour him as we Honour the Father, without givin 
him the ſame kind of Worſhip. And the Reaſon — 


our 
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our thus Honouring the Son which is there aflignf 
viz. Becauſe the Father judges no Man, but has commitl 
ted all Judgment to the Son, is ſo far from implying 
That we muſt not give him the ſame Honour or Wl 
ſhip as we give the Father, that it implies the dun 
contrary. For becauſe the Divine Government i u 
his Hands, ſo that he is the final Judge of all, and! 
ſole Arbiter of our Eternal Happineſs or Miter 
therefore truly Divine Honour is due to him. Auf 
that this Judgment is committed to him, does not in 
port, as I have already ſuggeſted, That the Right ii 
Fudeing the World did not originally belong to thai 
Divine Nature he is poſſeſs'd of; but only, that Wo 
Sole Exerciſe of it being in his Hands, i is the Rei 
of a voluntary Diſpenſation. And by the way I ny 
obſerve, in Confirmation of this Expoſition, Thi "il | 
tho' the Man Chriſt Jeſus ſhall be employ'd in ju 
ing the World, yet the Scriptures do alſo aſcribe 
to God, and aſſert, That the Lord himſelf will x 
Judge, "That every Knee ſhall bow to him, That bf 
him all the Dead, {mall and great, ſhall ſtand. An 
yet we are expreſly told, The Father judges no Mai 1 
ut has committed all Judgment to the Son. So thin 
God judges the World, when the Son judges it. 
Nay 'tis obſervable, That the Apoſtle Paul prove, 
That we ſhall all ſtand before the Fudgement-Seat 4 - 
Chriſt, from theſe Words of the Prophet, Ha. 45. 
23. As live ( ſaith the Lord) every Knee ſhall hun. 
to me, and every Tongue ſhall confeſs to God. Now iti 
the Apoltle's Reaſoning be juſt, our Saviour mult be 
that Jehovah, and that God, before whom the Pro- 
phet had foretold that every Knee ſbou'd bow : For i 
therwiſe it wou'd no way follow, that becauſe evi 
Knee ſhou'd bow to God, that we muſt therefore al 
ſtand before the Fudgment-Seat of Chriſt. So that 
without ſuppoſing him to be God, we muſt ſuppoſe 
the Apoſtle to alledge that as a Proof of his Affe. 
tion, from whence it cou'd be no way juſtly inferr d. 
Again, the Author argues, © Thus at the Nam if 

6 Jeſus muſt every Knee bow, and every Tongue confel 2 
« him to be Lord, becauſe as a Reward of his * i} 
4 
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God bas given him a Name above every Name; and 
tis added, That all this Homage is ultimately zo 
the Glory of the Father. 

Anſw. To make this Argument of any Force a- 
ainſt Giving Divine Worſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour, 
e Author muſt prove, That this Text ſpeaks only 
FF ſuch a Dominion as belongs to»Chriſt, as a meer 


the „h Creature, and makes that the ſole Foundation 
N | che Worſhip that is to be given him. But this I 


ny. On the contrary, That every Knee ſhou'd bow, 


in. ad very Tongue confeſs to him, proves him to be that 
o whom the Prophet Eſay ſpeaks of in the 
= WSrcccited Place, 45. 23. And indeed the former 


crc plainly appropriates that Honour to the true 
Fd. Look unto me, and be ye ſaved all the ends of the 


* 3 arth, for I am God, and there is none elſe, 1 have 
MES. by my ſelf, &c. That to me every Knee ſhall 
19g Wc, &c. Sce v. 22, 23. And yet that the ſole Ex- 


ai of the Divine Dominion, and an Authority o- 
r Angels themſelves ſhou'd be committed to the Ju- 
rate Son of God as Mediator, is the Gift of the Fa- 
„, and the Reward of that Obedience that our 
viour had paid in his Humane Nature. And our 
YA cknowledgment and Subjection to that Dominion docs 
ound 70 the Glory of the Father, whole Good-plea- 

rc it was to reward the tranſcendent Love of the 
to us, by this Conſtitution, That he the Father 
6d judge no Man, but all Judgment ſhould be com- 
red to the Son. 


w i But the Author adds, . So that however there may 
t be edle ſame common External Acts or Words, (ſuch as 
Pr: loving the Knee, and ſaying Glory and Praiſe, &c.) 
T0  /ed to God and the Mediator; As alſo in ſome In- 
b ances, they are given in common to ordinary Men; 
p ol e the Mind of a rational Worſhipper will make a 
tha BF D. ſinction in his inward Intention, as no doubt but 
poſe boſe devout Fews did, who in the ſame Act boxved 
ſſer- beir Heads, and worſhipped both God and the King, 
rd. 1 Chron. 29. 20. 

4 = 4/w. For External Acts, ſuch as Bowing, Kneel- 


. no doubt we may uſe 'em to expreſs either Civil 
| or 


— _ ww — _ 
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or Religious Worſhip. And therefore the Jews might 
both bow to God, and after that turn bow to th 
King, the one to expreſs their Religious Homage, the 
other their meer Civil Obeyſance. (For that they ei. 
2 both at once by the ſame individual A& of 
wing is more than the Text aſſerts). And her, 
there was no * of any one's miſtaking this R 
ſpect paid to the King for any other than Civil H. 
mage. The viſible Difference of the Objects does in 
this caſe ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Nature of the 
External Acts. But for Words, and particularly fuch 
as the Author refers to, the ſaying, All Glory au 
Praiſe, or all Glory and Dominion be aſcribed to ſuchi 
One for ever, we wou'd gladly ſee, what Inſtance 
the Author can give us in Soriprans of ſuch Doxologis 
being ever applied to ordinary Men, nay or the hight 
Angel, or the moſt dignify'd Creature whatever. Ani 
much leſs can he give us one Inſtance in which Gulf 
and ſuch a Dignify'd Creature, are join'd togetheti 
Nay, for ſuch External Acts as Bowing or Proftration 
we may obſerve with what extraordinary Cautia 
both Good Men and Good Angels refus'd em, when th 
ſeem'd to be given on any Religions Account, tho? the 
knew that thoſe who offer'd em, never intended e 
as Acts of ſtrictly Divine Worſhip. St. Peter neu 
ſuſpected Cornelius, nor the Angel St. John, of miſtt 
king either the one or the other for Cod, or of deſig 
ing to worſhip either of 'em as God: Yet both & 
preſs'da Diſſike of the External Homage, becauſe givet 
on a Religious Account; and the latter adviſes St. Jul 
to appropriate all ſuch External Religious Worlhy 
to God. And if our Bleſſed Saviour was no mo 
truly God, than either St. Peter or the Angel (as 0 
Author muſt ſuppoſe) he ſhould in all reaſon he 
been equally tender of the Divine Honour, and refuld 
all External Acts that look'd like Religious Hom 
Much more fhould he have rejected with the utmo 
Abhorrence and Zeal the irregular Devotion of {ud 
as joined him with the Father, in aſcribing the 1am 
endleſs Glory, and Honour, and Power to the one f 
the other. For here there is extreme Danger of ſud 


Das 


True Deity of our Bleſſed Saviour. 129 
Doxologies leading us into what they account a per- 
nicious Miſtake, even to judge the Father and the 
Son equal in E/ential Perfections, when the ſame Glo- 
ry 1s deribed to both in the ſame Acts of ſolemn De- 
yotion : Nor would a good Intention in the Yor ſhipper 
at all excuſe ſo groſs Imprudence. A Man may bow 
his Knee both to his Father and to his Prince. But 
ſhou'd he compliment his Father with the ſame Roy- 
al Titles he gives to his Prince, and that in his very 
Preſence, no good Intention of making a Diſtinction 
n his own Mind, would excuſe his — no 
more than the Fews would have been excuſable, if; 
when they bowed both to God and to the King, w=_ 
had uſed the fame Doxology to both, and ſaid; 70 
God and to the King be Glory and Dominion for ever 3 
and gone about to juſtify it by pretending, that as 
Rational orſhippers they made a Diſtinction in their 
on Minds, and aſcribed this endleſs Glory and Do- 
inion to the one and to the other in a very diffe- 
ent Senſe; | r SIE" 

Having thus vindicated the Divine Morſbip we 
give to our Bleſſed Saviour, from the Author's Oje 
ai,, I proceed. Sn” 
II. To examine the Grounds our Adverſaries go 
pon, in the Worſbip they pretend to pay to him: | 
Now tho' they are all agreed in aſſigning the tame 
Ground of the Worſhip paid to Jeſus Chriſt, viz. That 
luthority they ſuppoſe him advanc'd to as a dignified 
reature, yet ſome of 'em think this a ſufficient Ground 
for Giving him Divine Worſhip : Others think it 
oes warrant only the Giving him an inferior Neligi- 
pus Morſhip, but not truly Divine. 3 

As to the former of theſe, there lies an obvious and 
Inſuperable Objection againſt their Practice, That 10 
ide Divine Worſhip to a Creature, how dignify'd ſoe- 
ver, is flat and plain Idolatry, if there he any ſuch thing 
In the World. Tis the Scriptural Notion of the IAo- 
atry of the Gentiles, That they ſerved the Creature be- 
des the Creator (a). Aud that they did Service (or 
omage) 10 thoſe that by Nature were no Gods () 


— — 
(2) Rom. 1,25, () Gal. 4.8. 
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And againſt this Idolatry we are ſolemnly caution'd 
in the Firſt Command, Thou ſhalt have no other God 
before me, Exod. 20. 3. 3 
Now to avoid the Force of this Argument there 
are o things inſiſted on by the Socinians, which I 
ſhall briefly conſider. | 
Firſt, They ſometimes tell us, they own Chrift u 
« be the true God, as that is oppoſed to all falſe Gods, 
&« and that the moſt High God hath communicated hub 
« his Perfections of Power, Wiſdom, &c. and hi 
&« Authority to him, and therefore his peculiar Honour 
&« and Worſhip too. | 
Anſw. That this is a meer Evaſion will appear if 
we conſider, that either our Adverſaries take ſuch WR 
plauſible Expreſſions as theſe in their proper Senſe, 
or not. 7 
I they take em in their proper Senſe, the Meaning iſ 
mult be, that the moſt High God has made the Mai 
Chriſt Jeſus, Almighty, Onmiſcient and Supreme Lord ll 
of all. But this is impoſſible, and no better thai i 
horrid Blaſphemy. Tis to deify a Creature by a. 
cribing infinite Perfections to a finite Being, and ſet· 
ing it in the place of the moſt High God. 1 
But if they mean no more, by the moſt High God 
communicating his Perfections of Power and Miſdom i 
him, than that he employs his Power to execute what 
our Lord Jeſus would have to be done, and reveals i 
to him all things he is concerned to know: and it 
they mean no more by his Communicating his Auth» 
rity to him, than that he has plac'd him in the high- Ml 
eſt ſubordinate Dignity 3 but that {till Jeſus Chrif 
is no more by Nature than a Man, and no more por 
{els'd of any Divine Perfections, than Moſes whe Wi” 
God wronght Miracles by him, or the Prophets when 
God revealed Secrets to em, (as they muſt explain 
the matter if they will ſpeak conſiſtently with them: 
ſelves) then this no way takes off the Force of the i 
Argument: For then ſtill Jeſus Chriſt is by nature 1 
Goch he is a Creature, not the Creator : And to ge 
him Divize Worſhip, while he is ſuch, is in the La 
guage of the Scripture as manifeſt /dolatry as whit 
the .7po/7le charges the Gentiles with. Bu 
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But this leads me to conſider their | 

Second Plea for Giving Divine Worſhip to Feſus 
WC ri}, tho! they believe him to be no more than a 


as, viz. That we Chriſtians have God's Command 
Wor doing it, which the Heatheus never had for the 


n bjects of their Devotion. | | 
10 cw the Abſurdity of this Plea, I need only 
h ? uggeſt „ 


1. That this Evaſion ſuppoſes the Notion of Ao- 
8 to depend on a meer poſitive Command, and not 
dn a Moral. r e 
Wuhercas on the contrary, the Notion of HAolatr) 
founded on the Nature of Things. The Evil an 
alignity of it ariſes from the manifeſt Unreaſona- 
lencts and Incongruity of giving that Honour and 


a orihip, which the infinite Perfections and Supreme 
„at hority of the only true God claim from his Creas 
Iures, to a Being that is incapable of thoſe Perfeftions, 


of that Authority. There is ſuch an infinite Di- 
uce and Diſproportion between the Bleſſed God; the 


ct reator and Supreme Lord of all; and the moſt ex- 

ellent of his Creatures, how highly ſoever dignis 
ol d, that nothing can be more abſurd and repug- 
ant to Reaſon it ſelf; than to give the Reſpect that 


Wclongs to that Infinite and Sovereign Being; to any 
wc being whatſoever. Tis moſt apparently equal 
p< juſt, that Beings fo inficitely I, eren in their 


- WF ature ſhou'd be treated with the g. Difference 
oh- eſtible in the Re/pe# that ſhou'd be paid to 'ent. 
io give the Inſnite God the ſame Honour we give 
pol © ite Being is (as the Author well argues) zo offer 
hen be bigbeſt Indignity and Aﬀront. And to give his 
hen WV orihip to ſuch a finite Being is to Deiſy it; and 
un ke an 740 of it. So that God can no more be 


em ppos'd to command us to give his Worſhip to a 
e how highly dignify'd ſoever, than he can be 
ros d to command any other thing that is evident= 
u and unſuitable to the Nature of things. So 
our Adverſaries are reduc'd to a deſperate Shift, 
hen they are forc'd to deny the Morality of the firſs 
Bu , which both the Jewiſe and Chriſtian 
K 2 Chureh 


135% A VixDICATION of the 


Church have always look'd upon as of indiſpenſible 
and perpetual Obligation. And if this be all that 
Socinus meant in charging his Brethren, who denied 
Divine Worſhip to Chriſt, with Judaiſm, viz. be. 
cauſe they look'd on the Firſt of the Ten Command. 
ments as Moral, they need not be aſham'd of the 
Charge, but acted far more conſonantly to all found 
Reaſon in denying Divine Worſhip to Chriſt while 
they thought him no more than a dignify'd Man, 
than Socinus in giving it. And indeed while tha 
Command ſtands in the Decalogue, or till the S 
ans have clearly proved the Repeal of it, they will 
ever reconcile their Practice of ſetting up wo (epi 
ate Objects of Divine Worſhip, (One a God by Nil 
ure, the other a Man and a God only by Office) witli 
the Command, of having no other God before the Gru 
Fehovah. Nor will they ever prove the =_—_ q 
it, while thoſe Words of our Saviour ſtand upoihl 
Record, Matth. 4. 10. Thou ſhalt Worſhip the Lu 
thy God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. For the 
clearly demonſtrate that the Obligation of the tn 
Command is to us Chriſtians perpetual, and never ul 
to be ſuperſeded. * 
2. If this Plea were allowable, the Apoſtle fu 
his charge againſt the Heathens upon a wrong Fun 
dation. 4 
He charges 'em as Idolaters becauſe they Wal 
ſhip'd he Creature beſides the Creator, and ber 
they ſerved thoſe thatby nature were no Gods. But if H 
Socinians be in the right, There is no harm in 1 
at all: Becauſe if Cod pleaſe to require it, I 
may give his own Worthip to a Creature that 5 
Nature no more à God than thoſe the Gentiles van 
ſhipp'd. (And they themſelves ſuppoſe that the 9 
poſtle and the Chriſtian Church gave it to % 
Chriſt, tho' they apprehended him only to be a 
nify'd Creature, and had God's Allowance and C 
mand co do ſo.) He ſhou'd therefore have 0 
charg'd 'em with doing it without a warrant "8 
command from the true God. Nay wheres! 
I leathens did many of em pretend, That their "i 
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10% Gods derived their Dignity from the Supreme, 


. nd had Divine Honour pay d em by his Allowance, 
” e Apoſtle ſhou'd have confuted this Pretence. So 
"I at according to our Adverſaries Opinion and Pra- 
1. Noce, the Apoſtle makes that hei, Crime that 
« Fight be cqually objected again himſelf and all o- 


er Chriſtians, nay ſuppoſes it a Sin againſt the 
I: and Law of Nature, and not againſt any paſi- 


* re Command. As is evident from Rom. I. 25. com- 
rd with the foregoing ver. 

„. This Plea is inconſiſtent with God's own moſt 
il pres Declarations. ; 

7 So that while thoſe Paſſages ſtand in the Bible, 
ly hat God ½¼ not give his Glory to another, 1/. 42.8. 


hat the Gods that have not made the Heavens and the 
arth ſhall periſh from the Earth, aud from under theſe 
ſeavens, Jer. 10. 11. (which Prediction plainly re- 
rs to the time of the Goſpel) we can never be- 


75 | ve, That God gives his own Glory to a Dignify'd 
ho lan, and ſets up one to be worſhip'd as a God that 
70 as ſo far from making the Heavens and the Earth, 


at according to the Socinians he did not exiſt till 
dout 1700 Years ago. Nay we can never look up- 
n the great Fehovah to be, as he ſo 9 
imſelf, zealous in the matters of his own Worſhip, 
he admit a Creature to be his Competitor or Mo- 
ate in it. Exod. 20. 5 
But becauſe the Author ſeems rather to fall in 
ich thoſe Unitarians that deny Divine Worſhip to 
Ir Bleſſed Saviour, 1 ſhall proceed to conſider 
The Opinion of thoſe Unitarians who think that 
nc Enmincnt Dignity and Power Jeſus Chriſt is ad- 
4 anced to is a ſufficient Ground for giving him an 
cr ior religious Worſhip, tho' not that Worſhip 
hich is properly Divine. 
And againſt this I have theſe two things to offer. 
I. If what has been produc'd from Scripture to 
rovc that truly Divine Worſhip belongs to our 
% Saviour, and that on the account of the tru- 
Divine Perfections he is poſſeſs'd of, and of the 
ght he has to it by Creation and Redemption, hold 
K 3 good, 
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good, Then theſe Unitarians who deny Divine Way, 
ſhip to our Bleſſed Saviour are highly injurious to his 
Honour in refuſing to give it, and in putting him off 
with an inferior fort of Worſhip, even ſuch as them. 
ſelves tell us, may be paid to Civil Power, to x 
Perſon in high Office and Dignity, or to Prophets and 
Holy Men, or to ſuch as are actually ny of t 
heavenly Beatitudes. For if an Higher Worſhip be 
due to him, Thoſe that give him only an inferin 
Reſpett, do _ offer an Indignity and Afﬀront u 
bim; and their Worſhip ſuppoſes a falſbood, and ni. 
gles Reproaches with Praiſe (To uſe the Author's E. 
prefiions.) But = 
II. On the other Hand, If our Bleſſed Lord he 
no more than a Digniſy's Creature, even the paying 
him any Religious orſhip at all does entrench up 
on the peculiar Honour of God, and is an Invaſion 
of his incommunicable Rights. 3 
To make good this Charge, I ſhall endeayour u 
ſhew, That the Scriptures appropriate all ReligimuM 
Worſhip to Cod, and allow of no inferior ReliiM 
Worſhip to be given to a Creature; and that the 
Giving a Religious Worſhip, tho' inferiour, to Jeſu 
Chriſt on Suppoſition of his being only a dig⁰νi 
Creature, will juſtify both Pagans and Papiſis 1ntha Wl 
Demon Worſhip which the Scriptures condemn. ll 
1. The Scriptures appropriate all Religious Won 
ſhip to God, and allow of no Inferior Religious Worſih i 
to be given to a Creature. 1 
By Keligious Worſhip (as oppos'd to Civil) Ju- 
derſtand ſuch Worſhip as the Religion we profels, 
directs us to pay to ſome Inhabitant of the Heut f 
Mord. Now according to the Chriſtian Religion, 
all Worſhip paid to an Inhabitant of the. Invilible 
World, is God's incommunicable due, and is in the 
nature of it truly DivineW orſhip,whatever the Inte: 
tion of thoſe that give it may be. And this will appet 
if we duly conſider, What all Morſbip paid to u 
Inhavitant of the Invifible World ua in the m. 
ture of the Action it ſelf. Now it plainly ſuppoſes $ 
the Being to whom we pay ſuch Worſhip to be 


pe 
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ki preſent with us, to underfland the Homage we pay to 
off him, nay to know not only our particular Caſe and Cir- 
em. cumſtances, but even our very Hearts, and with what 
03 inward Intentions aud Aﬀettvons we offer ſuch Honour 
44% Reſpect to him. To pray to ſuch an Inviſible Be- 
W Wh 1 that he can both hear and help us, and 
be chat he can Judge of the Sincerity of our Devotions. 


Now ſuch an Unlimited Knowledge of Humane Affairs 
and Dominion over 'em, eſpecially ſuch a Knowledge 
of the Hearts of Men, and ſuch a Preſence with all 
or /bippers where-ever they are, are Perfeftions that 
belong to no Iubabitant | Fac Invifible World but 
the Bled God. And tis becaule all Religious Wor- 
i» does in the nature of the act (whatever be the 
Intention of the Worſhipper) aſcribe ſuch Perfecti- 
ons to the Object of it, that God has appropriated 
all ſuch Religious Worſbip to himſelf, and excluded all 
other Iababitants of the Inviſible World from it. The 
Wh, J preſume, will not deny that the Fews un- 
c(erſtood this to be the true import and ſenſe of the 
n Command, Thou fbalt have no other Gods before 


0 e. They paid no Religious Homage to any other 
„ nhabitant of the Inviſible World, as 1 it 
11 contrary to this firſt and greateſt Precept of the De- 


Wcalogue. And 'tis no leſs certain that the Chriſtian 
WC, in its firſt and pureſt Ages, were of the 
3 lame 42 and diſclaim'd on this very Ac- 


count, the giving Religious Worſhip to any but Gad 
() (As I might eaſily ſhew by numerous Citations 
1 from Juſtin Martyr, Origen, Clemens Alexandrinus, 
Wand others, if that matter were conteſted.) And the 


udgment both of the Jewiſh and Chriſtian Church in 
this point, is abundantly confirm'd by our Bleed 
Caviour himſelf : For he plainly declares his own 
Sentiments of the Latitude and Extent of this Com- 


2 mand, when he repell'd the Devil's er to 
fall down and — * him with this Anſwer, 715 
* ren, thou fbalt Morſbip the Lord thy God, and bim 
6 R. 
be (a) The Learned Reader may ſee this fully prov'd by Dr. Whizby 


i his Tratatus de Deitate Chriſti, p. 92, 93, 94» Cc. 
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only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth. 4. 10. For whether ws 
ſuppoſe our Saviour to refer to the Words of the Fin 
Command, or to thoſe parallel Paſſages, Deut. 6. 14, 
14. Deut. 10. 20. *tis evident, that he has deter- 
min'd this to be the Senſe of em, That all Religious 
Morſbip and Homage muſt be given only to God. And 
whereas they would cyade this plain Declaration by 
pretending that ſuch Prohibitions of Worſhipping 
any other but God, muſt be underſtood of that Suprem iſ 
and Abſolute Yorſhip, that is duc only to God, but notol 
an Inferior and Relative Worſhip, which may (as they 
pretend) be given to a Dignify'd Creature: The Vanity 
of this Evaſion appears from this obvious Conſiderati- 
on, that if this Pretence would hold, our Saviour's An- 
ſwer would no way repel the Force of the Devils 
Temptation: For the Devil did not claim Suprem 
and truly Divine Morſhip; but ſuch an Inferior Repei 
as was due to on, who was conſtituted a God wn 
this tower Morld, and to whom a Power over all th 
Kingdoms of it was deliver d, ſo that he cou'd give iti 
vom he wou'd. Nay he demands only a Relativl 
Worſhip, which ultimately referr'd to the Honour 
of the Giver, See Lake 4. 6. Andaccordingly he ob 
fer'd it to our Lord Jeſus on Condition of bis falling : 
down before him. Now our Bleed Saviour doi 
not alledge as a Reaſon of his Rejecting his Propo- Wi 
ſal, That he Devil did but falſely pretend to any ſul 
Power, all the Power he had being only by C,. 
ration and Divine Sufferance for wile and holy End 
(Tho he might juſtly have alledg'd this, and ſnoud 
in all Reaſon, according to our Adverſaries, have in. 
ſiſted on this ground for repelling the Temptation 
Bur he rejects it by telling him, he demanded whit 
was due io God alone, and was his incommunicull 
Right; and what Satan cou'd lay no claim to, had 
his Pretenſions of ſuch a Power being deliver'd v 


him, been never ſo true. But now according tothe 1 
Author's Opinion, Our Bleed Saviour Mlappiis e 
this Paſſage from the Old Teſtament. For it woud 6 8 
not follow, That becauſe we muſt worſbip and ſe Wi, © 


God only (i. e. with Supreme abſolute M. or ſbip) * 
0 
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7e may not therefore fall down to, and pay an Infe- 
bor Religious Worſhip to a Creature whem God him- 
If has exalted to high Dignity and Office. For ac- 
ording to them, tis upon this very r that 
re mult pay Religious Worſbip to our Bleſſed Saviour 


us 

nd imſelf, and the Devil here deſired it on no other 

end. So that if this Diſtinction of Religious Wor- 

2 into Supreme and Inferior, Abſolute and Relative 
allowable, and we may give the latter to a Dig- 


%% Creature, provided we reſerve the former for 
Wo: Our Saviour here gave a very weak inſufficient 


ty a n/wer, and the Devil was a weaker Diſputant, that 
dl: Nou'd not enforce his Temptation by the uſe of ſo 


Wb vious a Diſtinction. Whereas if the Words our 
Wd cites do appropriate all Religious Worſbip to God, 
en indeed they are every way fit to filence the 


ef empter, by ſhewing the Unlawfulneſs of what he 
. manded, even thoꝰ his Pretenſions had been never ſo 


te. Nay, 'tis obſervable, that to the Paſſage, 
hich our Saviour cites out of the Pentateuch, he 
imſelf has added this Excluſive Particle only. Moſes 
ad ſaid, Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, and ſerve 


of WW”. And our Lord, to render theſe Words more 
ins PP" cibic againſt the Devil's Temptation, cites em 
00 hus, Thou ſhalt Worſbip the Lord thy God, and him 
vo- / Hbalt thou ſerve: So that if we will ſtand to his 
ud ectermination, theſe Words do appropriate all Re- 


as or /hip to God, and ſuppoſe the Giving it to a 
ire (tho' only on the account of a Power or 

authority derived from him, and therefore Inferior 

Ind Relative) to be a Violation of the Divine Law. 


2. The giving Religious Worſhip to Feſus Chriſt, 
bot o only Inferior and Relative, on the Suppoſition 
a his being only a Dignify'd Creature, will clear 
had oth Pagans and Papiſis, in their Worſhip of Crea- 


ue, from the Charge of Idolatry. 
The. Apoſtle charges this Crime upon the Hea- 
ens, becauſe they wor ſbip'd the Creature beſides the 


2u'l £07, who is bleſſed for ever, Amen, (i. e. who is 
e pole Object of our Religious Adoration and 
raise) Kom. 1. 25. and becauſe they ſerved tboſe that 
we Nature were no Gods, Gal. 4. 8. et 
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Let us conſider, What the eatbens Rv to th 
Charge, when manag' d againſt em by thoſe Fata 
that wrote in Defence of the Chriſtian Cauſe. 

To this purpoſe they alledge, 

* That thoſe Creatures they worſbip'd were dii ms 
cc dioxumi & inferioris notæ, a middle ſort of Gol 
& of inferior Note, made and advanc'd to that ru 
« of Gods, by the Supreme God, who was the Go 
4 of Gods, the King of thoſe Gods and Goddeſſa 

« that depended on him for all the Dignity they «if 
« joy'd; and that theſe inferior Gods fell ſo far ful 
& of the Supreme Deity, that they were rather v 
c reckon'd among Men. That the Worſhip of theſe u 
« ferior Gods tended to the Honour of the Supremi 
„ from whom they deriv'd this Dignity, and 
« whom it muſt needs be acceptable and pleaſing to pil 
& "em this reſpetf. This Worſhip being agreeable l 
« Orders . Council, and given on the Account il 
« that Power and Authority be has veſted em will 
and of thoſe Benefits aud Bleſſings be bas mad. 
& the Conveyers and Diſpenſers of (a). 

Now tis manifeft, That theſe their Sentiment 

concerning Inferior Gods are very agreeable to thai 

our late Dione entertain concerning our Blau 
Saviour, whom they ſuppoſe to be only a Creatwy i 
but conſtituted a God, by being advanc'd to Hei 
Dignity by the Supreme God, who has thereto 
appointed him to be worſhip'd ; the Worſhip wil 
pay to him redounding to the Glory of the 5» 
preme God, from whom he derives bis Power, wi 
on whom he depends for all the Dignity he enjoys. 

How then will our Adverſaries juſtify the A 
file's Charge againſt the Heathens, without expotingl 
their own Cauſe? For *tis obvious, That the Hu 
thens might retort on the Apoſtle, if he were of the 


* > * N 


(] Senec. Ep. 100. Juſtin. Mart. Exhort. ad Gr. p. 19.22. Aug. I 
Civ. Dei l. 9.c. 3:1. 4: c. 9. l. 8. c. 6. La. I. 1. c. 5, Celſus p. 
rig. J. 8. p. 38 1. & 421. Hierocl. in Carm. Pyth. p. 9, 10, 18. Ces : 
ap. Orig. J. 7. p. 377. Plato in Phædro, p. 246. Apuleius de D 
Socr. p. 45. Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. 6. p. 631, * 
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me mind with our late Unitarians, How come you 
> reproach us with wor/bipping a Creature beſide the 
reator ? Do not you Worſhip ſuch a Creature too? 
Do you not ſuppofe him conſtituted a God by Office, 
nd that the Worſhip you give him tends to the Ho- 
our of the God of G04 by whom he is advanc'd to 
Wha Dignity ? How comes that to be Idolatry in us 
hat is none in you? Again, How come you to im- 
Nute it as a Crime to us that we /erve thoſe that by 
ature are no Gods ? Do not you ſerve and pay Re- 
gious Homage to one that is no more 4 God by Nature 
d Eſſence, than thoſe we adore ? Even to one that 
only a God by Courteſy, and depends on the Supreme 
od for all the Power he is veſted with, and all the 
onour that's paid him? | 
And if it be ſaid, That Chriſtians have the true 
ds Command for worſhipping Chriſt, but the Hea- 
We: had not for worſhipping their Inferior Gods, (a) 
e Anſwer is obvious, That the Apoſtle ſhou'd then 
ave fixt his Charge on their doing it without ſuch a 
ommand and Warrant from the true God, and never 
Wade it their Crime to worſhip the Creature beſides the 
reator, and to ſerve ſuch as are not Gods by Nature : 


1 or this it ſeems may be very lawful and commenda- 
” „ when we have God's Allowance or Command 
lg ri; and is only /»fu] when we do it without his 


75 ir. So that all the fault of the Heathens was, 
bat they were miſtaken in pretending to ſuch an 
er from the Supreme God, when they really had it 
r. And what will this lame Excuſe it {elf ſignify to 
WW olc Uritarians, that tell us, We have no ſuch 
WT 0092#:244 to Worſhip Chriſt himfelf, tho they think 


; it may be lawfully done, and dare not cenſure thoſe that 
= %,? And as for thoſe other Excules alledg'd by 
e foreſaid Author of the Defence of the Hiſtory of the 


21 inns, viz. © That the Heathens ſet up the Crea- 
—— nr: than the Creator, That they ſet up an Infi- 
mie Number of Gods who had been meer Men, and 


—_— 


„ 


. () Which is the beſt Excuſe made for em by the Aurler of the 
; Hare of the Mift. of the Unit. p. 54. | 
| « ;hat 
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cc that their Worſhip is terminated on em, and ſo they 
« made true Gods of Men: It appears by what I haye 
already alledg'd from the Patrons of Demon-Wor. 
ſhip among the Gentiles, that they diſown'd all this, 
They did not ſet up Creatures above the Creator 
(which were Non/en/e as well as Idolatry) Nor did they 
ſuppoſe their deceaſed deify'd Heroes to be Gods in a 
— Senſe than our Adverſaries ſuppoſe the May 
Chriſt Jeſus to be. Nor did they fo terminate thei 
Worſhip on 'em, as not to refer it to the Honourof i 
the God of Gods from whom they ſuppos'd em to- 
ceive their Power and Dignity. So that our Units Wl 
riaus have no way of ſhewing the Diſparity between 


their Practice and that of the Gentiles, but by imputing ln 


to*em what themſelves openly diſown. W hereas it ap- 
pears, their Cauſe is the ſame by their making uſe 
the ſame Evaſions and Diſtinctions in defence of it. 

Upon the like grounds, We charge thoſe of the 
Romiſh Church as Entrenching on the incommunic Wil 
ble Rights and Honour of God in their Iuvcatin 
Angels and plorify'd Saints. | 4 

But our Charge is not well grounded, if the Pri- 
ciples of out late Unitarians be true. For the P 
piſis may defend their Practice by the fame Prin. 
ples. They aſſign the like Grounds of their Relig. 
ous Worſhip to 'em, «© That Angels and glorify 
Saints are advanc'd to great Dignity and Authority, 
& That they have both vaſt Knowledge and vaſt Pov - 
« er communicated to em; That the Worſhip 1 
« give em is only Interior and Relative, and redound f 
& 70 the Ilonour of that Supreme God, who has rat 
« ſed em to this Dignity and Glory. And if the 
be /olid Grounds of giving an inferior Religious Wor 
ſhip to a Creature, What ground is there to reproach 
their Worſhip as injurious to the Honour of God, and 
an Invaſion of his peculiar Rights ? So that our lat 
Unitarians muſt in this point give up the Cauſe to 
em, and mult never pretend to charge their Practic i 
as /dolatrous. And accordingly, The Apology which 
the Author of the Defence ef the Brief Hiſtory, GY 


makes for his Party is very lame. For all W 
1 
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y in the matter is, That the 7 aps have no Texts 

of Scripture which require em to Worſhip St. Peter, 
Ft. Paul, and St. Francis. Were they content ( ſaith 
be) to keep within the bounds of Reſpect and Honour 

due to glotify'd Saints, they ſhou'd be guilty of no 
k fault. But to pray to 'em as Mediators both of In- 
terceſſion and Merit, Tu dedicate Churches to em, 
To kneel down before their Images, &c. This ap- 

© proaches too near to 1dolatry. 

W /:/w. We are not here Enquiring whether the 
„%% Invocation of Angels and Saints be Commanded or 
eonmanded, or in what Particulars ſome may ex- 
Need others in it: But whether it be in it ſelf injuri- 
o the Honour of God, and juſtly condemnable on 
What account. And if it be not injurious to God's 

onour to give Religious Worſhip to a dignify'd Crea-- 
ure, How can it be prov'd to be ſo to give it good An- 
Wes and glorify d Saints ? Not only does Socinus aſſert, 
hat communicated Excellency is a juſt ground of 
Vorſhip, but even the Author of the Defence tells 
s, © That as there are divers Orders of Creatures, ſo 
© they are to be honour'd in Proportion to their Digni- 
© ty. And, That if the Papiſts wou'd keep within the 
bonds of Reſpect and Honour due to glorify d Saints, 
a hey ſbou'd be guilty of no fault. Now the Papiſts 
o not deny to Jeſus Chriſt a higher Honour than they 
give to Angels and glorify'd Saints. What wrong 
rben do they to the Honour of God, in Praying to an 


del or a aint, if Praying to à Creature be not in- 
wo jurious to his Glory? If it be ſaid, That their Pray- 
1 ing to an Angel or Saint, does in the nature of the Acti- 
ee on it ſelf ſuppoſe that Angel or Saint to be preſent 
* with him that Prays, to underſtand his particular Caſe, 
ac a know the inward Intentions and Afﬀettions of his 
Y Heart, and is therefore injurious to.the Honour of 
a God, by aſcribing to a finite Creature that unlimited 
4 Preſence and Knowledge that belongs to God alone, 
ud by the Scriptures (as I have already ſhewn) 
G2 frequently appropriated to him; then the ſame 
1 Charge may be brought againſt all Religious Mos ſpip 
5 to Jeſus Chriſt on Suppoſition of his being only a 


dignify'd 
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dionify'd Creature; becauſe on this Suppoſition, i 
alceidea to him the peculiar Excellenciey of the} Di: 
vine Nature. Nay if Socinus himſelf, (a) and ma 
ny of his Followers, beſides all the Followers of 
Franciſcus Davidis, &c. be in the right; That ay 
have no Command in Scripture for Praying to Chris 
Their Canſeandthat of the 44 in the /nvocation of 

Angels and Saints is every way built on the /ame Foun: 
dation, and muſt fand or fall with it. 

But if the Grounds they go upon be true, What 
tolerable reaſon can be given, why the Angel fhou'd 
ſo ſtrictly forbid and caution St. John when he fel 
down to Worſhip him, See thou do it not. Worſhip 
God; Rev. 19. to: and 22. 9. Can we think that 
St. Johnz who knew him to bean Angel, intended 
him any more than an Inferior Worſbip? (And if ſuch 
Morſbip be allowable to an Angel at any time, tis 
when he appears and is preſent.) Why then ſhou'd 
the Angel warn him againſt it, and that by inſinua- 
ting to him that it wou'd be injurious to God, whom 
alone he was to pay Religious Homage to? 

Upon the whole, The Opinion and Practice of the 
Unitarians plainly re- advances that Creature-I/orſpip 
which it was one great Deſign of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion to overturn and aboliſh. Ir undermines that 
grand Article of the Everlaſting Goſpel that was tobe 
Preach'd to every Nation, and Kindred, and Tongut, 
and People; Fear Gol, and give Glory to him, and ili 
Hour of his Fudgment is come, and Worſhip him that 
made Heaven, and Earth, and the Sea; and the Foun- 
tains of Waters, Rev. 14. 6, 7. by ſetting up as an 
Object of Religious Worſhip a Creature to whom nei- 
ther the Divine Perfections nor Worts belong. 

Having thus clear'd the Arguments for the Deity of 
Chrif, drawn from the Divine Titles, Perfeftions, 
TVorks and Worſhip which the Scriptures aſcribe to 
him, from the Author's Exceptions; It only remains, 


a. — 2 * wy . * * 6 pe - * * 
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(a) Tho'in this (as Niemojevius juſtly tells him) he had ruin d his 
Cauſe, by giving thoſe who oppos'd that Divine Worſhip of Clvilt 
which he pleaded for, the greateſt Advantage againſt him. That 
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hat I anſwer thoſe few ſtraggling Obje#ions that 
e has confuſedly throwh together at the end of his 
ook. | | 

The moſt material of em is what occurs, p. 17, 18. 
there he argues againſt the Supreme Deity of Chriſt 
om its being inconſiſtent with his Office as Mediator. 
To this purpoſe he argues, If 7 muſt have ont 
who is Supreme God and Man for my Mediator with 
God, then when I addreſs to Jeſus Chrift as the Su- 
preme God, where is the God-man that muſt be my 
Mediator with him? To ſay he mediates with him- 
ſelf, is the ſame as to ſay 1 muſt go to him without 


ll a Mediator, &c. But the Scriptures ſpeak of a Me- 
10 diator without @ God, And who is this Mediator, if 
at we go to Jeſus Chriſt as the ultimate Object? 

ed Anſw. All the force of this Obje#ion lies in the 


bſcurity and Ambiguity of it. And I need do no 
ore to diſcover the weakneſs of it, than to diſtin- 
1h thoſe ſeveral acts of Mediation which the Au- 
's Objection confounds, and to ſhew what di- 

inct part his Divine and Humane Nature act therein. 
We believe, as well as the Author, That there is 


he e God, and one Mediator with God, the Man Cbhriſt 
%%%, 1 Zim. 2. 4. And to underſtand his Mediation 
eight, we muſt confider, That it may either re- 
ut ect his Prieſtly or Kingly Office. 

L As his Mediation reſpects his Prie/tly Office, (and 
ve, rchis ane the Author's Objection refers) there 
ee two Branches of it; the one perform'd on Earth: 


e other in Heaven. On the Earth He offer'd Him- 


1. Van Atoning Sacrifice for us; In Heaven he appears 
an Wy” in the preſence of God as our Interceſſor and Ad- 
ei- C, Now we grant it was the Man Feſus Chriſt, 


at became by his voluntary Sufferirigs and Death 
Ir Atoning Sacrifice. And to this At, of Mediation 
e Eternal Son of God concurred, by freely deliver- 
g up that Humane Nature he had aſſum'd to fo 
upendious Sufferings, and by giving a ſufficient 
"ignity and Merit to thoſe Sufferings to render 'em 
valuable Conſideration for our Impunity. And on 
at account the Apoſtle Paul ſpeaks of the — 4 
0 
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God as purchas'd with his own Blood, Acts 20. 2 
Again, We grant that the Man Jeſus Chriſt dog 
now appear in the preſence of God, as our Interceſſi 
and Advocate with the Father. But we believe, tha 
the Eternal Word to which that Humane Nature ws 
united, as it gave a ſufficient Value to his Sufferin 
ſo it conſequently gives a ſufficient Efficacy to huf 
Interceſſion. | x | 
Now we may juſtly enquire of the Author, Why 
the Man Jeſus Chriſt ſhou'd be leſs capable of eithe 
offering himſelf an Atoning Sacrifice, or of appearing 
the Divine Preſence as our ſucceſsful Advocate with tu 
Father on the account of his Union to the EH 
Mord? And why may not the Man Chriſt Jeſus ff 
ſuch a Concurrence with the Eternal Son of Gill 
thus mediate with the Father, who (as I have befor 
ſuggeſted) does in this Oeconomy ſuſtain the Ch 
racter of Supreme Lawgiver, without ſuppoſing thai 
God mediates with himſelf; if by Mediation the A 
thor intend either Dying as our Propitiation, or «ln- 
pearing in the Divine Preſence in the heavenly Sanfiu 
7y with the Blood of Attonement ? For theſe are att 3 
in which the Humane Nature is the immediate Prin 4 
ciple and Agent, tho” they are aſcrib'd to the Pe 
of our Lord Jeſus. And ſure we may eaſily concerl 
how theſe Acts ſhould derive a higher Value frond 
the Union of that Humane Nature to the Em 
Mord. But againſt this the Author Objects, 
f it be ſaid, His Humane Nature only acts in thi 
Mediation, tho" as united to the Divine, I anſuti 
« That as this is ſtill to make Chriſt Mediator witl 
cc himſelf, ſo the Humane Nature is not God-man. Au 
„i f the Man or Humane Nature alone be capable of dt 
« ing the part of a Mediator, then tis not neceſſary ibu 
« Feſus Chriſt ſhou'd be more than a Man inhabited 
« and related to God in order to that Office, Nor n 
« it be ſaid, That the Union to the Divine Natith 
« gives an infinite Efficacy to thoſe Acts of which the Hg 
« mane only is the Principle; For unleſs by that Uni 
« the Humane Nature was turn'd into an Infinite . 


6 Divine Nature, its Acts can no more be reckWl 
antri 
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cc ;ntrinſically and properly infinite, than his Body or Un- 
& derftanding are infinite becauſe ſo united ts an infinite 
« Nature. 
Anſw. We do not ſay, The Humane Nature only 
acts in this Mediation, Becauſe we ſuppoſe the Divine 
Nature of our Lord to Conſent to, and communi- 
cate a Dignity and Value to the Sufferings of his Hu- 
W-:4:, and to contribute thereby to the Prevalency 
Wot his Interceſſion. And it will not thence follow, 
That our Lord Jeſus Mediates with himſelf, but on- 
y with the Father. Nor will it follow, That the 
ior is not God as well as Man, Or that the Hu- 
2: Nature alone can do the Part of a Mediator, and 
at therefore it is not neceſſary that Jeſus Chriſt ſhou'd 
ee more than a Man inhabited by and related to God in 
cr to that Office. A Prophet or Apoſtle, nay eve- 
7 g Man, is Inbabited by and related to God: And 
= c:, —_— 'em as ſinleſs as our Lord himſelf, the 
mM Blood of ſuch a one cou'd never have bcen a valua- 
lle Conſideration for the Redemption of Mankind; 
it coud never have been an Effectual Propitiation 
or Sin, or a ſufficient Ranſom to purchaſe the Church 
f God: And we cou'd have had no ſolid ground 
eo depend upon any Interceſſion in the Vertue of it. 
hut we can depend on the Sacrifice and Interceſſion 
of that Humane Nature which the Eternal Soy of CO 
a ſum'd, and to whoſe Sufferings it cou'd conſent and 
communicate a ſufficient value for anſwering all the 
nds of the Divine Government. And we do not, 
the Author pretends, aſſert, That the Acis of Christ's 
Hunane Nature become properly and intrinſically infi- 


e its Union to the Divine (tor that's impoſſible); 
f but only that hereby they become of Iuſinite or un- 
* oncetvable, and all- ſuſſicient value. The Dignity of 


our Lord's Divine Perſon giving a value to t oſe 
acts of which the Humane Nature is the immediate 
Principle. 
But our Author pretends to demonſtrate, That 
hriſt's Humane Nature can never be an Effectual 
Me/iator (according to our Judgment) even tho! 
perſonally united to the Divine. Becauſe (he * 
* $6 * 4 
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Me. deny this Humane Nature ſo united to have thi 
« Knowledge of the Secret Mental Prayers, the inwarl 
C deſires and diſtreſſes of all Chriſtians, or to know « 
« ny ones Heart. And how then can be be a Compal. 
« fonate Interceſſor in Caſes that he knows nothing of! . 
cc Or how can he have a fellow-feeling of their Suffer. 
< ings which he knows not that they feel at all? Wha i 
cc comfort is there in this account of Chriſt's Mediatin 

Anſw. Either the Author ſpeaks of an inmedian 
Knowledge of our mental Prayers; of our im 
Deſires and our very Hearts: or a Knowledge by 
Revelation. As to the former, I have ſhewn him 
That the Scriptures every where appropriate it u 
God. As to the latter, Why may not we ſuppot 
as much of this kind reveal'd to Chriſt's Humm 
Nature, and that in conſiſtency with our Doctrin i 
as he? Will Chriſt's Humane Nature have the u 
reveal'd to it, becauſe *tis perſonally united to tel 
Eternal Word? So that if his Humane Nature be 
pable of ſuch an Univerſal Knowledge of all our pu 
ticular Caſes by Revelation, we have as much real 
to ſuppoſe it as he, and are willing to ſuppoſe as mud 
Knowledge of that kind communicated to it byReM 
velation, as can agree to the finite Capacity of bh 
Humane Soul. If zz be not, our Author is as mud 
concern'd to anſwer this Ohjection as we are. Ani 3 * 
upon this Suppoſition, it muſt be anſwer'd by aſl 
ting, That as by one and the ſame act he offer ii 
himſelf a Sacrifice for all, the vertue whereof is 2 

licable to every true Chriſtian in particular: Sol 
ä — ſo far as his Humane Nature acts ther 
in, conſiſts in his appearing in the Divine Preſena 
in the heavenly Sanctuary, (as the High- Prieſt i 
in the Holy of Holies with the Names of the Ten 
Tribes Engraven on his Breaſt-Plate,) the benen 
whereof every true Chriſtian as truly reaps as if his p 
ticular Caſe were truly known to Chriſt's Humm 
Soul : Becauſe in his Divine Nature our Lord do 
underſtand their particular Caſes, and can apply e 
table Relief to em. But if his Humane Soul bear} 
pable of a more comprehenſive and particular wy 11 


* 
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edge by Revelation, tis every way as conſiſtent 
ich our Doctrine as with his, or rather more. 
W But (faith our Author) © The Divine Nature is 
W- precluded from it, becauſt they direct us to ſeek to 
„bat as the ultimate Object thro a Mediator, and the 
Humane Nature (they ſay) may know nothing of our 
cCaſe, nor knows our Hearts, whether we Worſhip 
and Repent ſincerely, or only hypocritically, and ſo 
= knows not how to repreſent or recommend us to God. 
= bat a Caſe now do theſe Men bring us into? There 
is no Mediator left to interpoſe with the Supreme 
God, ſo that we muſt deal with him immediately and 
alone, which they will own is far from the Goſpel- 
Doftrine or Method. Thus is our Lord Jeſus turn- 
ed out of Office, on pretence of giving him higher Ho- 


nour. 
Anſw. Tis often harder to under ſtand the Author's 
rgument than to an/wer it. What does he mean 
y laying, That the Divine Nature is precluded from it? 
it precluded from the Knowledge of our Hearts ? No, 
re; for we attribute to that alone the immediate 
nowledge of em. And what tho' the Divine Na- 
re, as it ſubſiſts in the Father, be the ultimate Ob- 
of our Addrefſes, will it thence follow, that the 
ume Divine Ne in the Son cannot reveal to the 
uman Nature it has afſum'd all the Knowledge of 
ur particular Caſes, and of our very Hearts, that 
cha finite Nature is capable of? And if it be ca- 
able of knowing 'em all by Revelation, then our 
luthor's Objection vaniſhes; if it be not, he is (as I 
we ſhewn) as much concern'd to anſwer it as we. 
Wd now let him review upon what Ground he fo 
inly inſults, when he faith, V hat a Caſe now do 
% Mer bring us unto? &c. We do as much aſſert 
ech the Apoſtle as he, That the Man Cbriſt Feſus is 
Mediator with God; So that we do not deal im- 
diately. with him. And we ſuppoſe him the more 
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" WPablc to mediate effectually, becauſe we believe 
* e Humane Nature aſſum'd into a perſonal Union 
_- zich the Sou of God. Becauſe the Dignity o, his 

, _/: i capable of giving a Value and Merit to his 
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Sacrifice, and a Prevalency to his Interceſſion. But 
let him conſider into what a Caſe he brings us, who 
aſſerts what the Apoſtle Paul never did, That our 
Mediator is only a Man. And what is there in the 
Life of a meer Man to render it a ſufficient Run. 
ſom for all? What value is there in the Blood of ſuch 
a one to Purchaſe the Church of God? What Eff» 
cy or Merit is there in ſuch a Sacrifice to expiateand 
take away the guilt of Sin, or obtain Eternal Reden 
tion for us? And if there be no ſufficient Vertue of 
Value in that, There can be as little Prevalency nM 
his [nterceſſion. So that all the Queſtion amounts IM 
this, Whether the Man Chriſt Jeſus is more cap» Wl 

ble of being an effectual Mediator with the Falle, | 
conſider'd as United to and acting in Concurrence 
with and Subordination to the Eternal Son of Gol; 

or conſider'd as deſtitute of any ſuch Union and RW 
lation? And that the Apoſtle never intended by c 
ling the Mediator the Man Chriſt Jeſus to exclutil 
his Divine Nature, is ſo evident from his d 
ſcribing him elſewhere as not only the Seed 
Abraham, but God over all bleſſed for evermore, wn 
by telling us That the Church of God was purchaii 
with his own Blood, that the Author has highly 1 
* him by ſo groſly miſinterpr his Word 
e are very willing to ſtand to the Moſtle's account d "A 
this matter at 1 Zim. 2. 5. if the Author will but 
low _ to be his own Interpreter at Rom. 9. 5.4% 
20. 28. 5 
And what I have ſaid does ſufficiently. obvitti 
what he only repeats, © That they who hold trut uf 
&« the Unity of the Divine Nature, or one infinite N 
C ing under three Modes, Properties or Relations; # 
& by plain Conſequence leave no place for ſuch a Meds 
« ator as they require, viz. One who is an iafinit 
« God to be Mediator with the infinite God, ul 
& there is no infinite Being but his own, and bt du, 
© not be thought to intercede with himſelf neither. Al 
this Objection turns upon the Author's not allow 
ſuch a Diſtinction in the Divine Nature as we Wl 
pole to be between the Father, Son id 
fi | 
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W517i, and not diſtinguiſhing between thoſe Acts ot 
vhich the Divine Nature, and thoſe of which the 
lumane is the immediate Principle, of which Acts 
belonging to the latter, this of /nterceſſion mention- 
ed is one. And if theſe Diſtinctions be made, why 
ay not the Man Chrift Jeſus, and that as united to 
he Divize Nature in its ſecond manner of Subſiſtence 
and Operation (or in the Perſon of the Son) both of- 
fer up himſelf as a Sacrifice on Earth, and appear 
in the Divine Preſence in Heaven as our Advo- 
ate with the Father ? Nay, how infinitely greater 
Reaſon have we to expect that his Mediation will be 
Efficacious and Succeſsful on this Suppoſition, than 
f with the Author, we ſuppoſe him to be only a Man ? 
I ſhou'd here add, That as to that part of Chriſt's 
Mediation which reſpects his Kingly Office, and which 
he Author's Objection ſeems not to refer to, viz. 
is diſpenſing to us all Benefits and Bleſſings from 
bc Father by his Royal Power; it does more fully 
ppear, That the Diſcharge of it does require an 
Unlimited and Divine Power, and cannot be per- 
ormed by one that is a meer Man. How can a meer 
in ebe the Head of all vital Influences to all the 
enbers of his Myfica! Body? or exerciſe an Uni- 
era Providence and Care over all the Affairs both 
f the Church and the World? 
The 4hor at p. 18, 19. refers us for an Account 
{ Chriſt to St. Peter's magnificent Deſcription ot 
im at the Day of Pentecoit, before his Murderers 
themſelves, Acts 2. 22. Ye Men of Iſrael, hear theſe 
%, Jeſus of Nazareth, a Man approv'd of God 
ing you by Wonders, Miracles and Signs, which 
God did by him in the midſt of you. Again at ver. 36. 
Let all the Houſe of Iſrael know afſuredly, that God 
bath made that ſame Jeſus, whom ye have crucify'd, 
both Lord and Chriſt. Now the Author infers, ( My 
2 ſoou'd the Apoſtle, if be had believ'd the Infinite Deity 
* of Chriſt, leave out that moſt Emphatical Branch 
4 8 the Deſcription of him, that was the moſt terri- 
* Hing Argument, and moſt capable to convince his 
Perſecutors, &c. viz. That they had ſhed the Blood 
L 3 —% 
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c of the? Infinite God himſelf? N hereas what h 
« ſaith is flat and low in Compariſon of this. 
Anſw. All the Force of this Argument turns upon 
this Suppoſition, That the Apoſtle deſign'd in theſe 
Words to deſcribe our Bleſſed Saviour by the higheſt 
Characters that belong to him: But this I deny: 
It was only his Deſign to repreſent and prove Chrif 
to have been the true Mefiah, whom cke had un- 
juſtly crucify'd; and that it ſelf was ſufficient ti 
ſtrike Horror into their Confciences : But it ws 
not his Deſign to inſtruct 'em in all the Dignity of the 
Meſſtah. For if it was, why does not the Apof: 
tell 'em, they had ſhed the Blood of him, that wu 
4 the Fathers according to the Fleſh, and was over all 
od bleſſed for evermore; nay, of him in whom th 
Fulneſs of the Godhead dwells bodily ;' nay, of him a 
is the Brightneſs of the Fatber's Glory, and the erm 
Image of his Perſon, by whom he made the Meru 
For theſe are Characters of Chriſt deliver'd by oth 
Inſpired Writers, and more magnificent ones tha 
what the Apoſtle Peter here lays down. And fhul 
we expunge 'em out of the Bible, becauſe the Apoſtl 
Peter thought not fit to mention em in this Deſcrip 
tion? Nay, our Author docs not confider that thi 
Argument is as ſtrong againft Himſelf. He ſeems ti 
own that Chriſt had a pre-exiſtent Nature, at p. 
And he ſuppoſes him, Oue by whom God made ti 
Horlds, as his Inſtrument : Nay, as One far above A. 
els and Arch- Angels, and over all Powers in Heat 
and Earth, A God or Ruler, and the great Adminiſi 
tor of God's Kingdom, both in the Yifible and the Ir 
viſible World, at p.21. And if the Apoſtle Peter be. 
lieved all this, was it not as neceſſary and as prop 
to have ſuggeſted ſuch Characters of our Lord u 
as theſe, to ſtrike the greater Horror of their Crime 
into the Hearts of his — — Is not his calling 
him a Man upprov'd of God, &c. all low and fit" 
compariſon of this? Does he not ſee that this Arg. 
ment will be as ſtrong in the Mouth of a Soca 
againſt Chriſt's having a pre-exiſtent Nature, as "tis 
his againſt his having a Divine Nature? And * ; 


FC 


2 
— 


True Deity of our Bleſſed Saviour. 151 


„Joes he prove, what he takes for granted, That the 

Apoſtle baptiz'd thoſe he converted without ever in- 
Yon ſtructing em in this Article of our Lord's Divinity? 
ee Eſpecially ſince we are told, that 'tis only a part of 
et his Diſcourſe to 'em that is there related. Nay, I 
: might here ſuggeſt to our Author that tho' the Apo- 
tie Peter does not mention the Divinity of Chriſt as 


an Aggravation of the Crime of his Murtherers, who 


un- 
to WY perhaps did not underſtand that their expected Me/- 
ws BY fab was to be God as well as Man; yet another Apo- 
the WY tle reminds 'em of it, when he tells em, That had 
1 LORE they would not have crucified the Lord of 
vs Cry, 1 Cor. 2. 8. a Title often given to the great 
of 8 Jehovah, and alluding to the Shecinab, or viſible Ap- 
*pearance of Divine Glory under the Old Teſtament : 
v1 Nay, the fame Apoſtle calls the Blood of Chriſt the 
load of God, becauſe it was the Blood of him that 
vas God as well as Man, Acts 20. 28. 


And the ſame Anſwer to this Text, Acts 2. 22. may 
ſerve to that Text he only mentions, Acts 10. 38. 


ul He next adds, . That God and Chriſt are two Diſe 
{tle : * parates or different things, as much as Chriſt's Body 
r © and Bread are, and cannot be predicated of one ano- 
1; „her in a proper Senſe, or without a Figure. 

to : Anſw. That God and the Man Chriſt Feſus are dif- 
1 8 [erent things we grant him, and that they cannot be 
predicated of one another in a proper Senſe. But 
what ſignifies this to prove, That the Eternal Mord 


that was made Fleſb is not God ? 

Why he tells us, © To be anointed imports to be 
* rais'd by Authority and Honour conferr d, tis in ef- 
= fe? to ſay, the Perſon is a Creature or inferior Being : 
Aud therefore to ſay, That Chriſt is moſt High God, 


er 
ue /ay the inferior is ſupreme, and the Man is God. 
nl 4n/w. How miſerable Trifling is this? When the 


Author knows that Chriſt or Anointed is only a Name, 
that tho' given to his Perſon, immediately refers to 
his Humane Nature as qualify'd for his Offices of Pro- 
pbet, Prieſt, &c. Can it be thence inferr'd, That he 
has no other Nature than that ? We'l) grant him, if 
It will do his Cauſe any Service, that the Man thus a- 
L 4. nointed 
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nointed is only a Creature and an inferior Being, and 
as ſuch not the moſt High God: But will it therefore 
follow, that the Word or Son of God, that aſſum'd 
and acted that Human Nature, is not the moſt High 
God ? 

« But (faith he) if the Buſineſs may be ſolv'd her: 
« by making a perſonal Union between God and Chrif, 
« [ ſee not why the Papiſts may not ſet up ſuch an Unin i 
« between Chriſt's Body and the Bread in the Eucharif, i 


« and then ſtoutly defend, That tis the Body of Chrif. ; 
Anſw. If the Author here argue at all, tis thus : Wb! 


If Chriſt's Human Nature may be perſonally united 
ro the Eternal Mord, ſo that he may be God as well » 
Man, then Chriſt's Body and the Bread in the Sacra if 
ment may be ſo united, that the Bread may be hi 


Body. But what Union will the Author find out fot . 


us to make good ſo ſtrange a Conſequence? Do ve 


ſuppoſe Chriſt's Human Nature tranſubſtantiated or 


chang'd into the Divine, as the Papiſis ſuppoſe the 


Bread to be into Chriſt's Body? Or wou'd the Union D 
of the Divine to the Human Nature, infer ſuch a pe: 


netration of Bodies, and all other Contradictions to i 
Senſe in a proper Object of Senſe, that wou'd follow i 
upon the Union of Chriſt's Body to all the Canſecram 
I afers on the Romiſh Altars? 2 
And yet the Author is fo pleas'd with this Shadow 
of an Argument, that it leads him into a long D- 
greſſion concerning the Unſteadineſs of many Prot 
/tant Writers, in which he wou'd perſwade us, © That 
the Proteſtants when they have an/wecred the Papilts, 
« are forced to uſe thoſe very Popiſh Arguments thy i 
« bad baffled againſt the Unitarians. 
Let us take a ſhort View of his Allegations. i 
« Thus (he faith) we an/iver the Papiſt's Charge f Wi 
« Novelty by telling em, our Religion was in the Bill 
« and yet objeft that very Novelty to the Unitarians. 
Anſw. We do not barely tell the Papiſts that or B 
Religion was in the Bible: But that the Subſtance i 
of it has continued and been profeſſed ever func Bi 
That Popery is a Maſs of corrupt Additions to 1. 
which gradually crept in, all or moſt of which ver 
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tterly unknown to the 3 firſt Ages, nay, many of em 
ere not introduc'd till the 7th, 8th, ſome not till 
e 12th Age, nay many of em were not authoriz'd 


ig any General Council (as they vainly call their pack'd 
ſtemblies) till that ſcandalous one at Trent. Nay, 
er e chief Doctrine of Popery, the Papal Headſhip, 
, ems not to have been generally own'd in the Ro- 
v0: ih Church for 1000 Years after Chriſt, and never 
che Eaſtern Churches at all. . 
M. And why may we not in Conſiſtency with all this, 
us : bject to the Initarians, That as their Doctrine is 


Wontrary to the Holy Scriptures, ſo tis to the con- 
Wurrent judgment of the Univer/al Church (both in 
% and ef?) for ſo many Ages? Is there no Weight 
Wn ſuch a Conſideration ? Shou'd it not make any 
iſe Man cautious of rejecting an Article which the 
whole Chriſtian Church has for ſo many Ages taken 
be ſo important a part of her Creed? And the 
WE ontrary Doctrine whereto never paſs'd in any Age 
richout publick Cenſure? But the Author wrongs us 
f be pretends, That we lay the main Streſs of our 
Wau here. | | 
Again, he faith, © Fe prove that the Elements in 
= he Euchariſt are not Chriſt's Body and Blood, be- 
auſe they are by the Fathers calPd the Images thereof 
But we will not allow the Unitarians Argument, 
= That Chriſt is not the moſs High God, becauſe the 
( Scriptures call him his Image. 
hat 4 Anſw. And does the Author think there is no Dif- 
eerence between the Notion of an Image when ap- 
Yylyd to a Bodily Subſtance, and when apply'd to an 
nite Inviſible Spirit? And will it follow, That an 
nage when apply'd to the latter, imports a differing 
Heing from that whoſe Image it is, — it docs 
Import ſo when apply'd to the former ? 
. gain, he tells us, © That we prove againſt the Pa- 
. piſts, that St. Peter was inferior to the Church and 
. the reſt of the Apoſtles, becauſe he was ſent up and 
4 Z down by em; But we will not allow this Argument 
' when brought to prove that the Son is inferior to 
* the Father. 
Anſcw. 
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Anſw. St. Peter's being ſent by the Church wy 
never brought by any Man in his Wits as an 
ment to prove, that he was inferior either to the 
Church or to the Apoſtles in reſpect of his Nature and 
Eſſence as a Man Nor indeed does it prove his be if 
ing inferior in Office and Dignity to any of the reſt of if 
the Apoſtles. No more then can the Sox's being en 
by the Father prove his being inferior to him in r - 
of his Nature and Eſſence, which is the Equality wil 
aſſert z and yet if it will do our Hutbor any Service, 
we will allow that it proves what St. Peter's beim 
fent does not, viz. The Son to be in reſpect of Oha 
inferior to the Father; the Father ſuſtaining tl 
Character of Supreme Lawgiver, the Son of Median 
in the Oeconomy of our Salvation. So unhappy uM 
the Author in the Choice of his Arguments, that u 
increaſe their Number he brings in ſuch as duet 
make againſt him/elf. 1 

Once more he tells us, “ That againſt the Papiſis u 
© urge People to enquire into, and to examine the Ma. 
© ters in Diſpute. But when we have to do with th 
&« Unitarians we Zack about, and bid em beware fi 
&« Reading and Diſputing, and are for implicit Faith. 

Anſw. The Author may ſee by this Anſwer (where: 
in he will find the moſt of his Book repeated Ve. 
batim, and I am ſure not one Argument of any Mo- 
ment omitted) that we are not aſham'd of bringing 
our Cauſe to the Light; and are far from either hou WW 
winking the People in Ignorance, or urging em to an in-. 
plicit Faith. We are not only willing but defirow 
they ſhou'd compare our Doctrine in this Ard: 
with that of the Holy Scriptures. But I hope the 
Author does not expect we ſhou'd adviſe every pi 
vate Chriſtian, that is under no Doubts in reference 
to his Chriſtian Faith, or to this Article of it, to real i 
all the Pamphlets wrote of late by the Dei I 
Unitarians, that tend to unhinge and unſettle his Min! i 
in reference to the Truth of the Chriſtian Religion, i 
or of this particular Branch of it. Much leſs ca 
he expect we ſhould adviſe em to read thoſe peri 
cious Papers, without reading any An/wers to em - 3 
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o more than we wou'd adviſe em to venture on 
oon without an Antidote. 

And whereas he tells us, © That upon Proteſtant 
Principles the Unitarians can land their Ground, and 
„ und themſelves as well as the Proteſtants can a- 
W* rain} the Papiſts: I think our Unitarians ſhow'd 
ot boaſt fo much of their Proteſtant Principles, when 
Wn that important Point of Giving Religious Worſhip 
Wo - Creature, they have ſo manifeſily given up the 
(eue to the Papifts, and clear'd *em from the Charge 
of Holatry in their Religious Invocation of Angels aud 
W-/orify'd Saints. But I muſt tell him, That as our 
Proteſtant Doctrine that appropriates all —— ag 
Worſhip to God, will ſtand as long as the Bible does; 
bo it will overturn theirs, that give that Religious 
Worſhip to our Saviour, while they believe him to 
be no more than a Dignify'd Creature. And all their 
baffled Diſtinctions o * or Inferior, Abſolute 
and Ul:imare or Relative Worſhip, which in this Point 
they borrow from the Papiſis (and which are the 

Pulaiſters they uſe to cover this Sore) will never be 
WJ able to ſupport it. And I defire the Author to ſet 
cis one ſolid Proof of his Party's 1 to the 

Proteſtant Cauſe, againſt all the imaginary Inſtances 
of ours that he has here alledg'd. 

As to Primitive Antiquity, it the Author have a mind 
to try his Skill he may enter the Liſts on this Head 
either with Dr. Bull or with the Biſhop of Worceſter 
in his late Vindication of the Trinity. (For J hope he 
will never take the Triflings of his Anſwerer in the 
4th Collect. of Unit. Traks for aReply to it.) Or 
even with Dr. F/hitby in the few Citations he has 
from the Anti-Nicene Fathers, in his Tractatus de Dei- 
tate Chriſti, And when he produces any thing of 
Moment againſt the Authorities they alledge, he may 
* it will be fairly conſider'd. Till then, I ſhall 
only tell the Author that we can have no Veneration 
for the great Defenders of the Chriſtian Cauſe, if 
they ſo groſly abus d and fſtrain'd their Eloquence as 
to egual a Creature to the Eternal God. And on the o- 
ther hand, their equalling Chriſt with the Father in 

| reſpect 


nas 
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reſpect of his Eſeuce is not inconſiſtent with theira 
ſerting him to be inferior in reſpect of Office, by | 
voluntary Diſpenſation, as he may ſee at p. 24, &. 
As to the Author's Profeſſion of his own Since 
Tity in what he writes, I do not pretend to judge 
him. To his own Maſter he ſtands or falls. I ſhal M 
therefore only obſerve, that in his Deſcription of if 


our Saviour's Offices he has left out his being ou Wi 


Propitiation or attoning Sacrifice : And that he might 


ſtill have believ'd the Father to be greater than Chrif, J 


and God to be the Head of Chrift (in the Senſe alreai 


explain'd) without ſuch a bold and dangerous At. 


tempt as this, to derogate from his Honour as God «i 
wer all bleſſed for evermore. 4 
As to the Charity he recommends to us at p. 21.18 


from the Example of Juſtin Martyr, I ſhall on 
fay, that we are willing to extend it as far as Reaſon 


will allow. But he muſt excuſe us that we dare not 
truft in any as our Saviour who is not the Suprem 
God. See Tit. 2. 14. compar'd with Ja. 14. 21, 2 
There is no God elſe beſides me, a juſt God and a $6 
vrour, there is none beſides me. Look unto me, and it 
ye ſaved all the Ends of the Earth; for I am Gu, 
and there is none elſe. And the Reader may compar 
the following Yer/e with Rom. 14. 11. to convince 

him that 'tis our Lord Jeſus the Viouhe there in- 
tends: See what is ſaid above at p. 124. And we 
muſt add, that it would extreamly weaken the Ve 
neration we have for our Bleſſed Saviour and his A- 
poſtles, if he ſhould be proved to be a meer din. 
Y Creature. For we cannot ſee how he can be 
excus'd from affecting Divine Honour himſelf; or the 
Apoſtles from countenancing our giving it to hin. 
And we judge, that the degrading him to the Rank i 
of a dignify'd Creature does moit effectually eh? 
bim to the Scorn of Infidels, as a vain Uſurper of the 
peculiar Rights and Glory of the great Jehoval. i 
So that we think it every Way ſafeſt to adhere to the if 
Faith and Practice of Juſtin Martyr (how far ſoeret 
we may ſtretch our Charity to thoſe that differ from 


us in ſo important an Article) when he faith, Ne 
* i 
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© (Chriſtians) worſhip and adore the Father, and 
© the Son that came from him, and taught us theſe 
© things, &c. and the Spirit of Prophecy, honour- 
© ing em in Word and Truth. Apol. 2. p. 6. C. 

Chriſt crucify'd isno Stumbling-block to us (as the 
\uthor groundleſly ſuggeſts). But yet we cannot 
econcile many of thole Characters the Author here 
es him with the Opinion of his being no more 


k an a dignify'd Creature. We cannot allow ſuch a 
' Creature to be the Maker of the Worlds; for what 
0 our Author adds, of his being an Iuſtrument in mgk- 
M TAS Notion that deſtroys it ſelf (as I have 


Jacen at p. 64.) Nor can we believe him to be a 
ncer Creature in whom the Fulneſs of the Godhead 
wells; and who is One with the Father; (not One 
„ Con/ent, but One in Energy and Power, as I have 
gew the Context CO it at John 10. 30. com- 

Wpar'd with Ver. 38.) Who is far above all Angels and 
= -ng:s, being the Object of their Worſhip, who 
is be great Adminiſtrator of the Divine Kingdom both 
he viſible and inviſible World. And we think it 
far more abſurd to give theſe Characters to a meer 
= 77nify'd Creature, than (what the Author with ſo dar- 
ing a Preſumption repreſents as the moſt compleat Ab- 
it)) to aſſert, That Chriſt is the ſame Supreme God, 


80 (. e. the ſame in Nature and Eſſence) with the Fa- 
weber, whoſe Son and Image he is. This is fo far from 
e. being abſurd, that our Bleſſed Saviour cannot be his 
.o, (in a Senſe peculiar to himſelf, and incommuni- 
. cable to any other, or, as the Scriptures ſpeak, his 
be on-begotten Son) without a Participation of his Na- 
the ture, and the eſſential Perfections thereof. Nor can 
m he without it be he Brightneſs of the Father's Glory, 
and the expreſs Image of his Perſon (or Subſiſtence) as 
10% he is call'd, Heb. 1. 2. (Not a vi/ible Image, as the 
che Author groundlefly ſuppoſes). But to give theſe 
þ, fboremention'd Characters to a meer exalted Man, plain- 
the ly confounds God and Man, Finite and Infinite, the 
rer Creator and the Mort of Lis Hands, which is ano- 
off ther kind of Alſudiiy than to ſuppoſe ſuch 
We a Diſtinction in the infinite yet undivided Na- 


ture 
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ture of God, as the Doctrine of the Trinity implic, P* 
And if the Author thinks this a grievous Offence, we 
cannot help it: But we think it a more real and 
grievous Offence, that a profeſſed Miniſter of ou WP" 
Lord Jeſus ſhould rob him of the Glory of his EIn 
ſential Deity, the Denial whereof we apprehend a 
ſecures the Glory of that marvellous iſdom au 
Grace that are ſo conſpicuouſly difplay'd in the Gy. 
pel, and takes away from t vine Inſtitution '”” 
what appears moſt amiable in it, even the unpan ee. 
lel'd Condeſcenſion and Love of the Eternal Son 
God in his Incarnation and Sufferings for the Salyats 
on of the Sons of Men. | 
And for what the Author ſuggeſts, “ That thi 
cc Doctrine of the Incarnation of God (i. e. of Gol © 
« the Son) hinders the Progreſs of the Goſpel, au 
« occaſions the Rejection of it by Jews, Mahometam 
« and Pagans: I am fo far from being of his Mind 
that I know nothing (except Popery) more likely to ob- 
ſtruct the Progreſs of it than the Oppoſition of ou 
late Unitariaxs to this Article of our Religion. For 
the Fews, who believ'd the extraordinary Preſence 
of God in the Cloud of Glory both in the Tabernacl 
and Temple, it can be no reaſonable Objection to 
them againſt the Goſpel, that God ſhould be man- 
feſted in the Fleſh, and dwell in that more pertett 
Tabernacle or Temple of an Human Soul and Bach 
And for the Ancient Fews, our Author would d 
well to conſider what Biſhop Kidder, in his Demos 
monſtration of the Meſſiah, has offer'd to ſhew, that 
they had ſome obſcurer Notices of the Chriſtian 
Doctrine in reference to the Trinity, and particular 
ly the Divinity of the Word (a). For Pagaus, thelt 
requent Relations of the Deſcent of their C 
ſhould render the Incarnation of God no way 1ncre 
dible to 'em; and what the greateſt of their Pbil. 
ſophers has deliver'd concerning a Trinity of Prin 
ples in the Divine Nature, ſhould rather 5 
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(a See Part III. Chap. IV, V, VI. 
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gion. So that the Pagans have now only the Do 
Erine of the Cro/5 to get over. And as to that, thy 
are told, That Chriſt died chiefly to bear witneſs u 
thoſe Principles their own Moraliſts had taught be 
fore him, concerning another Life. For the Chi. 
ſtian Religion (faith a late Unitarian- Writer) is u. 
thing properly but Natural Religion, whoſe Light Sf 
had almoſt extinguiſh'd. And God, to give it itt n 
Splendor, yields up Chriſt to Death. See Scandal au 
Folly of the Croſs removed, p. 20. And what ſnoul 
hinder Pagans from embracing Chriſtianity, when ui 
reſented to em in ſo agreeable a Dreſs, being rei- 
by no other than Pagani/m refin'd and reviv'd ? Sl 
e Preface. 3 
Upon the whole, We are for taking Christiani) . 
as laid down in the Bible, and dare not abandon a 
of its ſacred Truths, how ſublime and myſterious ſo 
ever, to accommodate it to the Guſt of Inſidels. Anil 
therefore we dare not, to pleaſe them, deny the E 
ſential Deity and Glory of the Lord that bought ui 
nor are we aſham'd to own him as Supreme Cu 
whom we own as the Maker, and Ruler, and Jug 
of the World, the Lord of the Quick and the Dui 
So that we can in entire Conſonancy with our Prin 
ciples offer that Doxology to our Bleſſed Savioui 
with which the Author concludes his Book, (tho 
according to his we cannot ſce how he will cle 
that Prafice from the Charge of /dolatry) Unto bin 
that loved us, and waſh'd us from our Sins in his on 
Blood, and has made us Kings and Prieſts to God au 
bis Father, even to him be Glory and Dominion fil 
ever, Amen, Rev. 1. 6. 0 
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